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fqnst1tut1ons be

_important’, the commitment must ba made by all_ the partic1padgn(jn the
.education process, and must extragt the magimim advantage fr
- resources. The present hodgepodge. of: s over: pping and.cenflicting courses,

~ - . ) . [ 7 .

R ANTRODUCTION R
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Recent years have seen sudden sh1fts in the preparation and conc1nu1wg
development of education personnel.. As a dec11n1ng birth rate caused s
pragressivety deckéasing school’ enrolliments, the “teacher ‘shortage’ . '
metamorphosed overright ‘into a “teacher surplus Higher education

;gn scrambling to revise-their teacher education programs, ° ‘ ‘
to switch-a large portion of their enérgies fcom the training of new C
teachers’ to the retraining of ‘those already practicing. Specialization and
diversification have created a plethora of new education roles.

Concurrently, the growing 1nf$uence of teacher organizatibns has vested™
much of decision making about inservice education in teachers themselves.
Local, on-site inseryice programs, some designed and led by teachers, ’
co-exist with more fraditional campus-based courses. Theory, philosophy,
and foundations curricula are attkacting less attention than practical, !

-hands-op.concerns. Teacher centers have appeared and thrived as a-means
for teachers to exchange ideas with one another and to seek help for actua1

problems in a nonevaluative atmosphere

-The emergent ideal rs a continuum of professional deve]opment £or
teachers, 'to replace the too-frequent dichotomy of preserv1ce and inservice
coursés. Along this _continuum, exper1ences with students in classrooms )
begins early iin the‘prospect1ve ‘teacher's preservice gtudy--if not .
before--and serve duripg-the formal training years to link practice with

e

“theory. Early immersion in all the routines of the school Yay cap ease,the

transition for the neophyte teacher And when education personnel

preparation is seen as a continuum, learning-is not ‘presufied to halt

abruptly with graduation and certification; a planned, ongo1ng inservice

prognam continges to promote the development and improvement of sk1115

throughout the career of _the professiomal. - -
Indeed, the, improvement of education for students in schools depends on oA

a lifelong comm1'ment by all-educators to their own continued growth, both

_professional and personal. Inservice education is a requisite not only fom

teachers, but for administrators at all 1evels, for staff development
perfonnel for h1gher educatfon facu]tynmembe? #n, all the disciplines. - o

S0, too, the types and goals: of inservice pro8rams are legion: to.keep in-

touch with new deve10pments in the subject matter fields; to acquire or
sharpen skills in methods of instruction and evaluation (for exappde, adult
learning, colle§ial relations with learners, planning instruction and ,
teaching in & team mode); to develop competencies in more general areas,
such as ethnic sensitivity and.education for handicapped students; to, °
foster personal growth, as in ‘fuman relations, management, and 1eadersh1p, .
to &xplore individual capabilities for 1earn1ng new skills and new _roles . A
that would facilitate qbb growthb -all are valid and v1ta1 reasoris, at . .
different points, in one's career, for -seeking .inservice training. ’ “"i
There is also-renewed recognition that. if such-sprograms are to be’
available.when and where needed, the fiscal and hu  resources for N a
supp]y1ng inservice education must be committed as integral part of the. -
school budget; 'adequate, time must be atlotted with “the school schedule; . .
and incentives must be commensurate with the e fort GXpended Most '

.

all possible ’
planned piecemeal and carried on; 1ndepende¥t1y by diWrse agencies, must
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“special strengths to a coherent whole.
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give'way to" a coordinated strategy in which-eqsﬁ:grqup contributes its'

g

Even ts most wholehearted and enthusiastic advocates would concedé. .
that ‘cooperation for the purpose of planfing, implementing, and supporting -- -
an articulated inservice educatidn program is not_easy. While all groups.
concerned will agree ou‘ghe ultimate goal--improyement of education for
students through the improvement of education®personnél--the various
interested parties, undérstandably diverge in their short-term objectives.~_
Problems of governance, financing, and design present ob#tacles, as well,

Yet where persons of good will disagree, compromise'and practigable .
solutions can be reached. The number and variety of gollaborative o o
inservice programs curently operational give evidence that the strengths \ '

‘

imparted by cooperation among agencies can fér.outweigh the inevitable ~ -
difficulties. - , - S L
. . - - . v o \
CONTRASTS AND COMMONALITIES . - .

The.cas® studies included ¥n this publication represent only a :
min;$Cu$e portion of such successful programs, but they all testify to tke ’
benefits derived.from collaboration in inservice education. They were
s€lected to give a sampling of the .almost infinite variety in the programs
now underway across the country, Two describe teacher centers jointly
operated by a school system and a university; another, a Teacher.Corps

- project-involving an R & D‘]aboratory with the unWergity/school district . 4

- collaboration., Two originated in the staff development offices of public

. school systems, but di ffer markediy*if their structure: one of these works’

4

" well:- in addition to preservice and practicing classropm’teaghers, those-

-and decision making preceding those activities. . .

. contracts, voluntary services, and "in-kind" contributions of both people

" respond to the uhique needs of its clientele and within the framework of ¢

budgets, most of the programs depend in large part on outside e ‘

primarily with a single school site and a single yniversity center toward a
specific goal, the other uses the resources of community agencies, area
higher education institutions, and individuals for-a mutitude of discrete
offeringg. - Two feature cooperation among several universities; in both of
these programs,-the roles of teacher organizations, administrator ‘associ= - )
ations, scheol districts, anqd state departments of educatioh are essential
components. = : ;

| -

Within this wide range of'organ?zaiiqpa] structures, clientele véry as

seen in neéd of inservice educatjon include principals ahd other school
administrators, university professors and administrators, parents--even
custodians and cafeteria workers. 'One program is considering opening its ! .
activities to nonteaching professionals, business; and ‘industry as well.
Whatever the individual pattera of cooperation, however, each program is
insiStent on governance representative of all participating ‘groups: not

only in the'activities themselves, but in the needs assessments, planning,

As might be expected, financing was and continues to be a major
problem. While some monies are made available in university or schoot =

- .

resources--federal or state agencies, foundations, other grants and

and materials.

Each of these programs is unique,as-every inservice ﬁkogram must

its individual setting. Yet tﬁb?e are uhmistakable commonalities also, - (
- " ' . . ‘ A ! ’.' .
. . v 7 ‘ ) i} .'?‘" ;ﬁm ‘ -
AN o '
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amd e]ements which may be adopted and adqpted by other locales
contemplating partnerships fos inservice education. The ERIC Clearinghouse
on .Teacher.Education hopes that, ‘through the dissemination of these case
stud1es other school systems w111 recognize the potential. benefits to
their own situations in collaboration for, ¢inservige educat1on. ‘While the’
use of any one of these programs as an exact pattern for others is not
advocated, it is anticipated that consideration of separate components of
these successful programs will' spur other$ to instdgate co]]aborat1ve
effofts appropriate to their local needs. .

The £1garinghouse acknowledges with gratitude the professional’

- contributfon of the authgrs of these case studies, who willingly devoted

thefr time and enng1e; to the task of preparing the sections of this

" publication.” Reader comments about this publication or the subject it -

treats are encouraged. N r!

‘ It is also to be hoped that this document may stimulate the subm1?sion
to the C]ear1nghouse of other documents$ related to co]]aboratron in

“inservice edueation, for possible inclusion in the ERIC data f11es

Y- o
" ’ . Lana Pipes
. R . Editor, ERIC Clearinghouse .
& - » ) . .. on Teacher Education
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INSE&VICE COLLABORATION IS WORKING AT THE . o /
- N WEST GENESEE/.SYRACU%E UNIVERSITY TEACH}[NG CENTER o

0 - e M -

R Gwen P. Yarger '
' Syracuse University A ~ R ] \

. - . Y

( . -~ . T

]
[y .

Inservice education has b&come a vastly expandirgﬁ enterprise during the
*past five years. 'Professionals at both teacher ‘training institutions and
10& school districts are working independently as well as collaboratively
. *to develop programs for continuous teachet education. Currently in the
o spotlight for its ability to be responsive to the development as well as o
e the delivery of inservice education is the teacher center.- This artic1e_,ﬁ
"Ry describes the collaborative relationship between a training institution, ™)
., Syracuse University, and a school district, West Genesee, that has resulted -,
in the development of a tegching center designed for both pre- and 5
inservice education. v ' ’ '
. @e ‘West Genesee/Syracuse University Teaching Center waw created in <\
1973 when the West Genesee Public Schools and- the Schoo1%bf Education at .
- 3yracuse University decided to join forces. In formi ng this partnership,
. vthe 'schools -and university agreed on gommon purposes, including but rot e
restricted to: - % t

[y

) . - o De igning, implementing, and evaluating teacher training progtams
. for\both pre- and inservice teachers B Coe
. . - v , - ’0 : .
PR ® Helping school per_sonnel.&l ‘the_ Jjob to acquire new skills and
knowledde, as well as to improve already ej(is!ting skills
N ! 3

. Ana],yzingiwhat goés on in classrooms and developing related teaching
strategies - v . ‘ - T y
A - ' ' 3 -

— ¢ Integrating theory and practice through the institution of lifelong
professional learning . b :

* . . s N " ' -~

- ® Using the tools\ of research and evaluation to analyzé systematically '

.~ the process of ieaching and the effectjyeness of matertals. - \

. " Although the Teaching Center was designed to work*with the entire e —
) district, the primary facus has been on the elementgry schoo)s. R ?
. . ' . - 1 . R \‘ ‘q; Py

e ) .’LOOKIN' THE ‘PRQGR&MS{

q

>

tts effort td produce results supportive' of these purposes, the *~
Genten's\pragram has.gradually evolved during the four years of- its- '
existehce\\This evolution \has created a meshing of the cooperative efforts <
of school an¥ university, which has contributéd to the iftegration of pre-
*and inseryicR \training. Although each componentistill ma'iri*ts,a’ *
N\ .- . , S /.
. Guen P. Yarger {g\Coorddnaton of the Wesi _Genegee)Syracuse University, -
. Temhing"@er;perrac(gs\e, New York. . . * o
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distintt 1dent1ty this d1st1nct1on tends to oe v1ewéﬁ by qbst part1c1pants‘,\

ds relatively. unimportant. It'is not a maJor issue in the! ‘prograims of the

Center.

In mpst pre- and 1nserv1ce prégrams, 1nd1v1dua1s are ehrolred in’

- university courses. The 1nd1vauals in presewwice earn uhdergraduate
credit toward the1r degree, .with most classes being held Gn campus.
Classroom teachers, for the ‘most nart, earn graduate credjt in classes
taught within each of the memb&r schools. In addition td; the credit

- courses there are informal, noncredit classes, workshopSI and other special
.center activities. Typ1ca1 of the informal clasSes are those for - .
cooperating teachers (those teachers to whom preserv1ce tsachers are
ass1gnedh which are designed to update their skills in slich areas as
qpserVat1on techniques, feedback, evaluation, and current teaching
strategjes emphasized in the Syracuse Un1vers1ty School jof Education

. preservice program. The sessiops are held during the séhoo] day and have

< been designed to provide a support system for the classroom teachers’. In

turn these tdachers are helping to design future sessions for themselves as
well as 'for a éter school sessions in the hopes that all 1nterested teaehers
will participat {

. As the teathers learn more about presefvice education, they are able to
assist in the formal seminars for their colleagues-to-be. Additionally, in
tune with West Genesee's commitment to the 1mprovement of instruction, a '
number of new programs--such as Reading in the Content Area and the Rosner-
Reading Readiness Program--are being 1mp1emented Classroom teachers have
,discussed elements of these programs in preservice seminars to facilitate a

/better working re1at1onshyp between camﬁus instruction and f;e]d implemen-
tation. e . oy s T

P workshdﬁs«onﬁsuch diverse top1cs as Using S1mu1at1on in the Ctassroom,
Cardboard Carpentry, and Bu11d1ng Your Own Learning Center have been
des1gné o bring .pre- and inservice teachers together. worklzg

. side-by $Td% as each sawed a piece of tri-wall, undergraduates/and ..
classroolh teachers, shared ideas on how to introduce the completed product
to youngsters i the classroom. Simultaneously, they discussed how the
“undergradlate program works, how frystrating the teaching process can be,

' how to overcome loneliness in' the §chool building, and fiow much fun it is’
to work. The long-term results of such.activities are evident as
addi tional teachers become involved, as new ¢ourses and workshops are T
requested, and as an openness for 1earn1ng as wel} as, teaching is
generated.

The\Teach1ng Center program also sponsor§ mo thly luncheons with the
district's administrators. Discussien topics haye been diverses-including
participant-observation, inservice programs,, an ‘drug use among elementary

.1ydungsters. Before the luncheon sesgjon, each ddministrator is provided

¥ with an article about a subject, and the authdér) in most caseg a Syracuse,

_University professor, discusses the topic with the administratoP¥e Not
only has the response been favorable, but schogl administrators and
university professors have begome more aware of each other's concerps.

The Teaching Center program has been designed to be both responsive to

( and representative of its constituency. The' fxamp]es presented thus far
represent only a samplq of the ways in which’ the concerns of_both the

14

University and the schools are being met. dd1t1ona11y, theghssessment of
. needs has been accomplished through a questfbnna1re requests for needs oOn
“quickie" response: sheets, verbal quest1on1ng. eavesdrdpping during

- B
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© * “coffees, and by-probing both ‘school personnel” and uﬁiyersity-faculty.'
Bécause the Center repregents both institutions, the staff responds. to  —. -
"+ ¢, needs by causing the collaborative "team" to provide suitable programming. ‘
o A BRI
e e COLLABORATIVE PARTNERSHIP,
To explain the strdcfdre of the.West Genesee/Syracuse University .
- Teaching Center (WG/SUTE), the siflplest route is to refer to’the typology
/ ‘of "teaching centers developed by Allen-Schmieder and Sam &. Yarger (1974).

LIRS

The label that best fits the WG/SUTC is the free partneeship teaching .
. centeér, described as: - . . ‘ T ‘§$_*f . o
: . - the simplest form of those based on the concept of a , - ~
“. - conso;;?um~ Usually, the partnership involves a schdol system and a
university or college. It could, however, involve two school systems;~ *
' two universities, or even-a non-educational agency. The popularity_of '
. the partnership suggests that a two-party relationship_is easier to o
=~ initiate and maintain than a consortiui involving thrée or more. T
o discrete institutions. The word "free" refers to.the fact that the’
partnérship is entered into willingly, rather than being prescribed .
legislatively or politically., Program development will show evidence 1}“
of attemp%ing to accommodate the needs and goals ‘to both partnersy,
This type of center often evolves frof a single unit-center in whith
a good relatiqnship develops between the sponsorin .unit and consul=, -
- tants from other nearby educational institutions.ﬂi‘\ ‘& p
T The partnership betweep Syracuse Uhiversity and the-West Genesee Public =~
v Schopls continues to grow as_the Teaching Center enters its, fifth year, = ° -
.. This is confirmed daily, as increasing numbers of classroom teachers demon- -
- "~ strate an enthusiasm for working with university students, as requests to ) v
7 . assist in program evaluation grow, as the willingness of staff.to.design . = . -° -
) ~ programs for-entire-building facwl ties increase, as the responsiveness of -
. campus faculty members £o requests- for assistance continues, and as thé
total support given'by the Superintendent of Schools and the Deam of the
¢ - School of Educdtion becomes well known. " ) ~ . ) R

»Partnership -has meant that colTege faculty members and‘classroom :
teachers work ‘together to design, implement, And évaluate both the -.. ~«
theoreti%p1 and the practical. aspects of teacher education. Working .
together, the two faculties have created competencies and field measures - .

. for pregervice students. g!pehever teachers express a need fgr traning,
urtiversity ‘faculty members give willingly of their time, learnjng about Ce

schools as they teach in thETT‘areag of expertise. . ¢ ..
1 ‘- Lt . @ - ) - . ) r (\ . i
. L . - . GOVERNANCE \ N . .
'aﬁ . . The governance of the Teaching Cen{er rests wi gﬁthé‘birectﬁng Council. .
¥‘<,g'p Making decisions about policy,.4nd to a lesser degriee implementation, the =~ o
’yv‘”‘ ". .’- . , v . tn ) [ It] . . . . #

.~ 1 Allen A. Schmiedér and<;amrd. Yarger. -"Teacher/T éching Centering in * A
~ -Ameriga." Journal of Tgacher Education 25 (1): 7; Spring 1974.
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. including a coordinator, two
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Uirecting Councid is representgtr?e of. c1assroom teachers, school .

admnnistratqrs, preservice teachers and un1vers1ty facylty and adninistra- -

tion. The Center's Coordinator acts as chairpetrsor dur)hg the monthly
megtings, which are open to anyone ‘whe is interested.: S
Financing of the Teaching Center is shargd by’ tb?’tWo;part1c1pdk1ng
inst1tut1ons The major exp?nse is‘ for 3a1ar1es'%f the .Conter’ personrel,
graduate stUdents and a Secrgtary These .

salaries afe jointly shared by the’ school«syftemxand“thé 1ve=s11y The
school system provides officé space and add1¢1bh3ﬂ‘%ﬁ%ée or courses,
workshops, and a-permanent Make and Take Room. * -  -=

- The- 1ntens1ty »f collaboration is more fully understood when thé

Teaching Center's maintenfince is explored. While salaries of the Center's .

personnel are pamd cooperatively, funds are also needed to buy suppl1es,,to
develgp a 11brary responsive to teachers' needs, to buy stamps and
sta'tionery, and to provide for the many small extras that make thé Center -
work’ for eéveryone. - This funding is accomplished. through an ifhvolved system'
which is dependent upon university vouchers. After, a préservice teacher
has ﬁorked with classroom teachers for a total-of 40 days, the university
voucher is generated’ and p]aced in the Teach1ngACenter bank. A classroom.
teacher who registers for a graduate course sponsored by the Tegch1ng Cen-,
ter may use’one of these vouchers td receive free graduate credit. When
the voucher. is prbcessed a.predeterm1ned percentage okt va1ue of the
voucher is depbsited in the Center's checking account; ¢ y is then ava1T--
able for the many essential ms which promote the"variet® of ' h en1ngs-
at the WG/SUTC. A + il

It should be -emphasized that these vewehers are available because the*
West Genesee teachers have willingly entered into the Teaching Center res
lationship. PreV10us1y, a voucher would be awarded to an individual
teacher, who, could use that-voucher as desired; with the Center, -however,
1nd1v1dua1s have agreed to share this penefit with their co11eagues. The
willingness -of teachers o maintain the, partnersh1p 1s cont1nua11y reas-
sessed, as are the needs of all involved. . 1

, - L
) m
» -

' ' PROBLEMS * f

The most serious prob1em facing the West Geneéee/Syrachj Un1vers1ty

‘Teaching Center %s that of declining ‘preservice.enrollments)in the School .

of Education. - A1though it appears .that the decline has' levaled off, the-
fact remains that the reduced number of preservice teachers _means that
fewer vouchers areybeing generated: -. A lack of vouchers d1rectgy -affects *
the number of no-cost graduate hours and, perhaps. more.amportant the.
" pverall financial condition of the Center. —

-Many steps are already'underway to alleviate th1s prob]gm. For ex-"
ample, Center courses which éarry university credit are»being‘bpened to
1nd1v1dua1s outside the d1gtr1ct‘w o-are willihg 4o pay tu ition; these-
students geherate income wh1ch can be.used by the.Center #Or add1tiona1
programs. The Center is also expﬁnd1ng its, programming by asking’ uni-
versity faculty to Volunteer services in resp0nse to teaghers' peeds--and
there has been a roar of positive responses. .

The di$ficult part of "this problem is gelated to the fact that, in the /

past,. the Center's programm1ng‘has totally geared toward university credit
courses. As the program has bécome more comprehens?ve, a new group of

.
-
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' teachers have begun, to gart1c1pate in the Center s offerings. However,- 4

-~

<1here are. many teachiers and adm1n1strators who still- feel that the Center ..
is synonymous with cost free 'graduate hburs Members of the Directing. . o
Council and thegknter's staff are exptoring with teachers additional / T
methods of progiaﬁ delivery and teohn1ques of reinfgrcemdent. Once again, ' .
the process -of-collaborative effort is being used bMween indjviduals’ at . , .
the’ Un1ver51ty and at thergchools not only to selve an 1mmed1ate pr0b1em .
but alsd to,plan for- futuiggprogramm1ng - S S e e

> % e x)/"r‘, . . . o
. . ..
. .
..

AR T . LOOKING TO THE FUTURE
- Having enj ed athistory of syCcess, the' WG/SUTC has segh the ///
establishment of two additjonal centers. The Jamesville-Dewitt/Syracuse

Un1vers1ty Teach1ng Center and the Urbah Teaching Center (a partnersh1p
between Syracuse University and the Syracuse City Schools) are growing:
‘rapidly.’ Since their _development, efforts have been undér way to share

ideas among three centers. . o
’ w}thetheygﬁssib111ty of federa1 support the three.centers have begun o

to\deve]dp a Policy Board which is both representative of the three, centers
and in qonformance with federal guidelines. Although thé process is in its . )
infancy, the basic be]ief of all. those aart1c1pat1ng is that the centers . =~ 4
and their constituents will great]y benefit from developing and sharing a
Jjo rogram.; While each center will majntain its own identjty and “
un?ﬁﬁiﬁess éfforts of the Policy Board will emphasize a broader& moreé
"Tong- nange focus than currently attempted-by the individual centers.

.+ The future holds the possibility that other teacher educat1on i

tutiohs may join ‘the WG/SUTC. Several other institutions have voict T
‘1ntergst in entering into’ the Teaching Ceg;pr relationship wi th both’ Hest e
Genésee and Syracuse ‘University. It is anticipated that the comp]ex1ty of

such arrangements will be overcome: by eventual payoffs for a11 cancerned. = ~ '
) ‘Presently, only the e1e@entary and junior high schools are considered '

off1c1aﬁly involved wjth the Center, but: second y teachers have vétced o8
jncreasing interest in.becdming act1ve1y involvéd. . Both the School System .
and the University are responding, and the NG/SUTC 1’ currently in the ) )
process of developing a secongary level center, . ~ . .’ e .

' ¢ - - “
. .
‘ . MAKING A DIFFE.RENCE g “,
, .

Co]]aborat1on partnershwp, and coﬂ%ortlum are terms that ‘relate to an .
obganizational strUCture - The indjviduals who are brought together by
nature df a structural:arrangement derive benefits which have not.yet been
precisely-defined, Clearly; we must tearn to document our assertions . that.
the- Teaching .Center:is .involved in effectwve integration -of pre--and . A
inservice edueation, in creatihg aﬂcommun1cat1on{5ystem between tﬁe~var1ous %
const1tuenc1es in generat1ng'a renewg] process, ang-in he1p1ng:¢eachers,to :
sm11e more'often . ‘

1
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.7 "MINNEAPQLIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS/UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
. ) TEACHER' CENTER A SECOND GENERATION ’ '

-
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',’.‘ . ‘#,' o Fr'édr’u,k V. Hayen X

In 1972 a te&thlr center was. or an1zed w1th1n the ‘Southeast -
* Alternatives (SEAY Program of. 'the nneapolis Paublic Schools, as a system
for.providing tra1n1n? nd retraining activities for personnel of that
experimental pro ‘The qriginal teacher cgnter was guided by a .
poiicy board of chers, parents, students, and professors, the latter
from the nearby Co]ledb«oﬁwgducat1on Un1ver51ty of: Minnesota. The center
itself was an experiment in cTwéﬁﬁFﬁontrolled 1nse?vice delivery.. The .
director of the center served at .the will of the teacher denter board and
functioned as 4 broker ant resource-person ‘for SEA personnel and for the
teacher center board. . The model worked.well and the concept gained
considerable support w1th SEA personne1 and the squtheast M1nneapo1as
community.

The center was merged in 1973 with the College of Educat1on, replacing
"an. earlier public school/laboratory school merger between the College and
the. SEA secondary school, Marshall- -University Junior/Senior High School.
.The new teacher center was,galled thé Minneapolis_Public Schools/University
“of Minnesota.{MPS/UM) Teacher Center. The MPS/UM structure incorpofated -
thie original SEA teacher center as a sub-unit with its own-boafd, allowing
it to function with considerable autonomy “gnd freedom. At “the same time ,
the SEA tenter benefited from membership in an expanded organization

institutional co]?ﬁborat1on the suppdrt ot;a]ternaﬂ1ve

schools, a he general support and improvement of programs of the Col]ege
and the Minneapolis school system. > .

“"The origins of- thg MPS/UM Teacher Center in the Sou&heast Alternative . RN
schools influenced its.early act1vat1es anq;gevﬁlopment. The present
Center, however,:does nat identify exclusively with a1ternat1vekprograms

.

and schoo1s but-j 9r Serves the entire school district of M1nﬁéapo11s .
and the Co]]ege P Education of the Un1vers1ty of Minnesota. The Center is
~ closely identifi  with processes of thange as they relate to school . e

1mprovement and renewal, qoﬁ helps to link those processes into the

College's programs and gnauwach services. 3

. w e

3 COMMON CONCERNS -

OvershadBW1n529{J ther 1dent1¢Le§//;he Center's most important role 173
has been to gxpldre and devélop the conditions supporting institutionat ‘ '
coHabora’t?, ‘Those who,.initially formed the ‘Center saw the importance of
.examining-how twg educational systems'~u1th different missions, could work o
together on common conCenns “They contihue to believe that as public -

,’ -
T The Southeast A1ternat1ves (SEA) Program funded from fall.1971 to spring
«1976 by the-National Institute of Educatiom (NIE), was.a major and
successful effort to influence coqpftﬂgns1ve change in the public’ schools
A of- ane’apéhs . » - :

i ~ 4

\_jﬁﬂairzck Ve« Hayen is Director of the' Minneapolza Publzc Schools/Unzverszty
of Mznnesota Teacher Center, Mznneapolws, M%nnesotqr :
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education resources diminish, the most pressing schgol and university needs
- -are-to learn to work together in those areas where/cooperation has the

% . potential to be most productive. . . Sy . . , .
Within the framework of collaboration, the Center functions in four ~ .
broad service ‘roles: » YAH Y ) )

’ -« ‘ L ~ RN - ~
1. Curriculum Development R ' Y

2. Training and Career/ﬁeveﬂopment Services . » -

*3. Research and Program Development C -

4. Dissemination. 5 '

LI .

-« The Center does not havg exclusive.respgnsibility in the sthool system or
. o~ the €oTlege for some of these roles. One of its strategies is to enrjch
%gng amplify the existing résources of both systems by attempting to 1link

one system's resourcés with similar-resourtes of the other. Time and en-

i ergy are expended also in developing needed new services ’here none exist.

v
o \ . .
“v I - , N N ' . )

. Lk - ’ - #* N -
Curriculum Development, -/, : Qi‘ : o <

. Each system has its own phgiCedures for addressing curriculum issues, -
along with defined roles and responsibilities of members of the organi- - -
zations. The Center attemgts to 1ink school ard’eallege individuals and
groups. It responds to requests for help in currjculum-devéioﬂqu%L and
takes only a limited role in initiatind" development of new cufriq!ﬂa."\.- -
. 'Y « - - x

-

' ining and Career Development Services

; The Center has several training roles. One is to help locate good °
¢ ‘prafessional development resources to serve the personnel of the school )
system and the College. Another role is to serve as a “training consultant
service” to persomel of both systems by helping to design workshops, ]
classes, and other training experiences. A third role is to provide direct
training through special projectQ managed by the Center or through services
of units within the Center. ] ) Co

Career development services are targeted at mid-career professionals in
education. A‘plan, formulated with a client, is designed around the -
clgént's interestéfgnd provides for the Center <to give services to the -
client while he/she serves-on the Center's staff, responding to the service
demands. of the Center. ApparentT? noyother agéncy in the two systems .
+. provides this kind of service ta its employees.. The service depends on ) . .
~ sabbatical leaves or other exterpal support since no salary is provided by ) 7

the Center. The'model has proven extremely successful; and though active :

recruitment iS5 carried on by the Centerjondy in the Collége. and. in the
) Minneapolis Publit Schools, education personngl from anywhere afe eligible-
. to partictpate and the Center has accepted staff nationally and inter-

- nationatly. B .. N S .
-~ There is great need to expand.these servii:e't;ecauée the pressures of

w., % geclining school enroliments and the parallel, dimfnishing school. resources .

%% "dictate a need for creative models for renewal of career professionals.
& *However,

¥

,. those very pressures have triggered detisions-:partic&lar]y\‘ s
within schools--which are closing.off such-options to mid-career . '('
. N - . . .




profess10na1§ Sabbat1ca1 1€aves are belng dropped b schooﬁ districts at

K t1melwhen they are needqd most ’

-

-
-

v

“oped by College faculty angsMcho

, . ' . .

Research and Program Development ' : AN o
-~ -~

The research cgmpo of the Teacher Center S, funct1on 1s only par- ‘
tially developed. 2 %o formalize a research unil, devoted to .
supporting collaborativ regia hiprOJects which have been jountly devel-
faculty. -Finances and conmi tmerit are
not adeqUate at this time e-research is belng conducte
primarily in the process-documentf®ion foem. -0 d\\

The program development; le of the Center is very active. Pro 'am,
development act1v1ty oftpn ults tn acquisition of grants and contracts

‘for the Center's own man nent?; support and assistance to others in
acquiring grants and contPacts; or assistance to those?developlng new i
programs and services-using existing (lnterhaT) resource$. .In the majority ;/

of cases, the Center works ay.a brokef a Tunk;sbetween ersonnel of the ﬁﬁi“ 7
College and the schools. Sometimes th&@entgr, stays “actilve with.the group,////
at other times it takes a very low profjile after’ brlngln people together.
The Tinking services for the support of- cooperatlyg.pﬂannlng between schoof -
and ‘college staffs are increasing rapidly. “

LN S . . . .

P s 8 -

Dlssemlnatlon 5

The dissemination role is organized within The §X§HANGE|of the Teacher /J
Center. The EXCWANGE' is umiquely :staffed and funded to function as a unlt
‘ that promotes schooT and profess1ona1 improvement. A number of program - o
strands are woven’ together to provide wide-ranging dissemination services o
to schools and colleges.in the Minneapolis-St. Paul.metropolitan area, e
southeast rural Minnesota, and other upper- Mldwest schools and educatlonaT -

sprograms. . /
The EXCHANGE is organlzed around therS E. 'Mlnnesota Facllltator ' (//
Project, a member of the National Dissemination Network supported by the ’

U.S. Office of Education. Other disseminations, technical assistance,.and ﬁ
research act1v1t1es‘pre integrated into The EXCHANGE¢ creating a dynamic - /
structure quab]e of previding excellent serVICe to Teacher Center clients.

1

. N - T . p
. " TEACHER GENTER GOVERNAygE' " " o 4@ v
. - . e »

In its current form the Center is“zoverned'by a four-member /
Administrative Committée with representation from the office of the Dean,.|’
College of Education, and the Cabinet of the Superintendent of the Min-
neapolis Public SchooTs _The Admlnlstratlve Comnittee establishes poT1cy
.and determines major program directions.. "The Center is managed’ '
director who is on joint appofntment to the twd systems and who! reports
the Administrative Committee. -

The earliest models of the MPS/UM Teacher enter included two - -govern ng
bodies. In addition to the Administrative Cofithittee @ Teacher Center Board s
was estabeShed with “four appointees from the CoTTege of Educatloh and .

2 Eighty -five.percent, of the Center's budget comes from externaT source ,'
fifteen percent from the paFent systems._

v
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"thg? school system. Each group appointed one of 'its four membgrs .
omtfie cqtunity. Basic problems arqse between the two governing units;
“thé [&gker Tenter Board felt thaf the Administrative Committee was "in con-

trol." Joint meetings between the two bodies stimulated open and frank
_~_ discussions between members of' the Board and members of the Administrative .
. Committee. It was cleary however, that xhgre was no possibility the Admin-
Tedt A ¥strative Committee, representing the Mighest administrative positions
Within their respective systems, couldadelegate their final review aythor-
ity(to'a Teacher fenter policy board; ‘*It was also apparent thattheipa-
ture of collaboration required open anamfreauent discussion between 5 °
. high-level* administrative personnel, atong with:the ability and incentive
to ‘make commitments to policy for the resolution of;iﬂlyes and problems
which emerged from tame to time. -"Such powers resided in- the Administrative
Committee and clearly had to remain there. . The Board was eliminated when a -
; new agregmentd:as forged in 1976. 3 h - ’
“\ A new structure called the Teacher Centér Advisory Council is now being
organizéd. It will consist of eight to twelve persons appointed-by the
» Director with the concurrence of the Administrative.Committee. .The
Advisory Council will perform.as an adwisory body: reviewing programs,
examining options, and giving .adv'ice to“the Director and the Administrative
Committee. Members of the Advisory Councilto perform this function ef-
fectively, must be familiar with the Center's history, %urposes, and
programs. To gssure knowledgeable membership on the: Courcil, appointments
will be made from a new group, Teacher Center Associates, who are former.
staff members of the Center, active clients, and others whose interests’.
have intersected with the Center in significant ways at one time or an-
other. There are many personal, and professional reasons individuals want
to maintain a close as atton with the Center and also many reasons for
the Center to encourage such relationships. The organization of Teacher
Center Assotiates fulfills a needed format to sustain informal involvements
between the Center and others. . ' ’

-
g

-
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. THE CENTER--A SECOND GENERATION ORGANIZATION - °

-
wh

-The current national effort to proliferate teacher centers as.vehicles
for jinservice delivery has precipitated a renewed awareness of the history
’ and purpgse of the MPS/UM Teacher Center. This Center has never 1limited
‘ its clientele to "teachers" as.narrowly defined, but to “teachers" broadly
— described: parent as teacher, professor as teacher, adminiStrator as
+ teacher, and, certainly, tedcher.as teacher. Th iversity of the client
s m has grevented the Teacher Cente® from esta ishing narrow and re-.
gréSsive policies and programs; indeed, the diverse clientele and-the col-
- Jaborative mandate of the Center have demanded a broadfperspettivg of re-
. sponsibility, role, and purpose. - ~
, The MPS/UM, Teacher” Center grew from a truly client-controlled inservice
e delivery syst®m to its present design, which eliminates- any possibitity of
a client-dominated board since collaboration requ‘nps parity in rep-
resentation from the sponsoring systems. Even then, the Teacher Center has
sustained its commitment to the strongly client-focused, responsive system
which is characteristic of teacher centers in general. THe programs
selected to become ‘a part of ‘the Center's services have a distinctive

.

=

~ ‘ B ~ * . -
<, Ce : d
B .

. r - : o




/ A B : .
~ f . / . . .
: < ¢
s ’ )
- . * - :
. teacher center nature. They are compat1b1e with eat other and are sus-
* . .taiped and mutually supported by a common philasophy and comm1tment : -

«

The development of a collaborative organization, jointly owned by two,
distinctly different educational. systems and capable of Kighly
1nd1v1dua11zed response-to, client-determined needs, causes us to claim a -

’ "second generation" status for the MPS/UM Teacher Cen er. Staff of the .
- schgols and the College have moved from a status af passive /antagonists to .
.V active collaborators. Members of both systenis who support that statement -
will make'a di fference in tomorrow's schools and the tieacher ucation

iprogra#s which will suppgrt those schools. | . ST
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LT ' :. INSERVICE OPPQRTUNITIES FOR PROFESSORS i
: AN OUTGROHTH OF A‘COLLABORATIVE 'TEACHER CORPS PQOJECT .
V
Greta Morzne-D@rehzmer N .‘-”
The» San Jose State Un1vers1ty/Far West L&boratqry/A]um k
District Tenth Cycle Teacher Corps Project was.de d to
-agaptation of-research to 1each1ng Like all Teacher. Corps r0

School

jects; it

- was expected to provide both pres@rvice and inservice training ay a public

nétrate the

school -site, 7to bring+about 1nst1tut1ona1 change - -at b the,]ocal educa- :'“9

tiod agency and the cooperating uﬂivers\ty, and to involye un1vers1§x

personnel, public school personnel, and‘paf%nts firom the school commuutty; :
in co11aborat1ve decision'making. Like all) Teacher;Corps projects, Jt'1den-

tified some unique ways of ach1ev1ng these comman goals. The Un1vgrs1ty
Staff Development Seminar was one of thes€ unique. features.~

During.the first yeaﬁ of the prOJett universit, 'bnofessors fo]lowed a

fairly s%andard Teacher Corps pract1ce of vls1tlﬁb he, Roge%s Elementary

Schoel site®to proy1de preserv1ce traintng for the intevns sSoc1pte&§w1th

the prOJect,,and .taq assist in the parent. ggucat1on\progr Y. Their com-

" tributions &dded a¥great deal -to” these.c compopents of the projett bux theré‘

. was no evidence that any change was occurrﬁng in the1r,courses pack aon’
campus. At the end of the\f1rst ‘year, the part1c1pating~pfofessors
evaluated their.experiences with the_ prOJect and made’ ;yo 1mpo‘:aht
%qt1c1sms (a) they had snot-been:provided .with enough”releas

-

e to develop new curricula -for their colTége«cJas es;~afd «¢b) they had*
not had’enough opportunity te. 1nteract w1th_projeb¢ tafﬁ-members in -grdeyr,

to leain mdre about -the confempdrafy research,on teach;ng wh1ch onmed,bhe

basis of the prOJect

The project's collaborativé dec1s100 makrng‘cemmrttee' the\ﬁonsortlﬂm
reviewed the professors' critiques and ‘made ‘an lmportant retommenddtlon.‘ .

They reasoned that the project was. 1nvestlng moneys time, and talent to

N
)
v
- .t
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provide ‘interns, c1assroom teachers, and’ parents‘Wiﬁh oppdrtun1t1es ;o dé-u-

velop new sk1115. It seemed only ‘fain to g1ve universnty 6rafessors the‘

-same opportun1t1es.'

Accord1ng]y,.1n the fa]] of the sécond year of’the,proqec the Unn~;
- versity Staff Development Seminar was: 1nstftyted "The’ prqject'pafd for, 10%,

‘percent ‘vf the time of ten. education profes'sors; ‘to- réJease ‘them to'

participate in "this seminar.. The.group met for, ‘two and‘a half heqrs each

week and were introduced to three areas of conttmpdrary reseqrch on:
teaching. ' In each are3 they exdhined. teacher - 1ra?nbng matér7a1s and -
sprocedures that had.been developed to fac1I1tate app11cat1ou of the ’
research to teaching. z Rt

%

The priginal p]an for the sem1nar Was to-begin agai w1th a new-group
of ten professors in' the. sprjng semesters “But the firdt group vequested a ~
continuation into the spring to enable them to get mor'e in-depth under=: -,
standing of the goncepts and methods introduced in the fal¥: They“chpse to
concentrate on twg areas: the systemattc ohservation of pup11 1§9gning.m ,

sty]es and thé planned variation of instructional strategies. uring- the
spr1ng semester the.six professors who participated deyve]oped eﬁbugh 'skill

in” these two,ayeas to beg1n 1nc1udﬁng then as topics in their soilgge '
" Greta, Mbrzne-Derehzmer 18 én the etaff of : thg Fur Vést Laboratory fbn
' Educational Reeearch and Devequment San Francysco, C&szbrnza.
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classes. AL their request, thé'Broiecp,prov1ded a set.of videotaped. ’
training materials to support this effort. T . B

#hen San Jose State University was funded for a Twelfth Cycle Teacher
Corps Project, the University Staff Development Seminar was a well-

_ +estab}ished component. During thescurrent year the six professors who are . :
participating have iderkified ;h;z&%important goals: (a) to provide X '
training for.planned variation. inHi§fructiorfal ‘strategies in their own-

* classes; (b) to introduce &k teacher ‘education professors at the uni- ¢

.- . .versity to the videotaped-trdining materials now available on campus; and
‘ .- tc) to provide special, sippor}-for.those profegsors jnterested in changing*:
., 'their own -course structure tg include training’in planned variation (for =~ ° ’
j . example, by haying experiencédiseminar parfitﬁpants give demonstration’ .
: lessons- or assisﬁ‘hyrfeam-teach;pg certain class sessions). The Staff De- "
S \ for .institutional change,

velopment Seminar ha¥" reatedam;ﬂh moreé potential
than seemed possib[e‘ﬁ%an‘thg/T%nth Cycle Teacher Corps Project began.

S R L R e
i COLLABORATION AS THE KEY . , / - ,
oS " The ofessors who have participated in this inservi;é education

B progragiggve,been‘enthusiastic far the most part about the opportunities it

~ has prggided for.them to learn new methods,for training teachers, and to be -
brought up to date on contemporary research in teaching. In‘addition, they

- have shared information with each other about their own instructional | ’

. techniques and have developed a better understanding of the total education ,
.v .+ curriculum as a resylt. Jhese benefits were realized lardely because of SV e e
*  the cv]laborative nat of the Teacher Corps Project. ) ) .
‘ Iheﬂoriginal'recommendation to budget project funds to provide inserv- |
. icg oppartunities for university personnel came from the,project's col-*
. Jaborative decigion-making group. This Consortium-includes represen- St
T e tives from all of the constituent groups associated with the project: -
. ‘ paferfts, teachers, interns, schoaf\}dministrator§, school- board members, =
. University professors, and project staff members. It required-this kind of
‘coddective wisdom to generate a pew'perspective bq the role of university
pergonnel in the project. . Typically; professors have been stereotyped ds .-
the providers of inservice education. JIn this program they are entitled to =
. be the recjpients.gs well. - CLL . VL .

' <. An dmportant factor in the sdtcess of the University Staff Development .
Seminar has been the fact that leadership. has been provided by non- - - .
university personnel. ,This was possible because the Far West-Labg‘atory

. was a major collaborator. in,the o*iginal Tenth Cycle Praject. ga;gory ”

- pefsonnel with experience in teaching, teacher training, research ) '

*. . teaching, and adaptation of research to teaching have been available Yo
A~ provide leadership to the unipersity seminar grolip. It was evident from,
V. the beginning’ that professors responded more positively to having the . .
seminar led by an "outside expert! than by.opé of their peers, even:though S
the outside expert was no moré experi€nced.than their £o}leagues. T
dpparently Tt was easier for, them. to “learn,? or to accept néw, information, i
from an outsider than from ong of their own ranks. * oo

- 4 + "Also contributing to the success of ‘the university inservice program )
has been the cooperation of classroom teachers and interns. While profes-
§§fs were being introduted to several new'instrugtiopal stratégies! v
- ~ B .‘f‘ , ‘. '/
£ 1 Brute Joycé agd Marsha Weil. Models of Teaching, FEnglewood Civi., ,
. N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972.. NN S S
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. the teichers and interrs were learning to use many of the same.strategies

. .0 ~.in their classrooms at Rogers School. Professors .sometimes raised Coe
- " .questions-siuch.as: How would this strategy work in.a real c{agsroom?> How :
"® v easily“could preser;ice students ledrn this "model"? What topics could be:,f

-7 taught with this stlategy? . At these times it‘was-poss1b1g to play - /;

v, . Videotapes of "model” lessons taught by the teachers and interns gt Rogers '~ «

: S¢hool, te demonstrate the possibilities and the realities of. using these
. Strategies in regular classroom settings. The teachers and 1n§erns,
- contributed a great deal by their wi11ingﬁe§s to share their videotaped

-, lessons with the university seminar group. ) o <

) € % » L) N .

L . PROBLEMS™MGGL AND ANTICIPATED
. ° . A 1 ) » \_ L . ’ \ .
One problem that has plagued the University Stafif DéVe]obment Seminar ’”
has been the habit administrative offictals have of changing professors'
teaching schedutes at the last piinute to accommodate to shifts in_ student ' |
enrolTment. Each semester, prdfessors intending to participate in the .
seminarihave had to'change their plans as a result of these sudden schedule
changes. « This ,is particularly disruptive in the spring semester, when the
/-groyp has made plans 1n the fall for, activities that are to continue into .
the spring, and then certain leading members are unexpectedly removed from
. the group.” 'No-real solution to this problem has been found.. ' ' o ..
Another problem has been that some new members-have joined the seminar ot
group each. semester, wHile other members havé continued their participation .
over several semesters.’ Introducing new members ta the coricepts developed. ! )
" previously without boring more experienced members in the process is not an .
o easy task. To deal with this probtemn, the seminar group is‘diviqu‘ihto v i :
. ; \( two subgroups that meet separately on several occasions durdipg ‘the
P semester, - In.addition, the continuing members have begun to develop
o individualized .inservice programs, and to ask the seminar leader for
) ‘particular kinds of assistance, depending an the applications they are -
. Mmaking:in their own courses. - - ' C
This kind of individualization would probably not be possible if“the
-9 seminar were not supported by outside funding: Because of "Teacher Corps Ce A
* support, the' seminar 1eagé¥ has be®mr able to devoteuthe egyivalent of ,one X
day a-week to providing support serniggs to_the seminar participants. Tt . ,‘),
-1s doubtful that the university Could provide this amount of financial - -,
L support. on i'ts owg. -#n fact, the released time for professors' ‘participa-
. tion ir the program would be difficult fOr™ the university to provide with- C N
~out financial assistance of some™ind. ve o ’ S .
" The putside funding has made governance of the Staff Development Semi-
nar very flexible. Budget 'prpvisions for this part of the ject gust. be .
v . " approved by the Consgrtium, the University administration, and Teacher . , ?
Corps officials in Washington, D.C., but the substance of the seminar is . “
- ., deterfrined largely by .the participants. Thus university personnel have - R
. been able ‘to explore a variety of areas of research, and to select for
cohcentration those that appgar to be most immediately applicable to their -
\ \ » Own instructional assignments. - . g :
. ".  The'blessings of eutside funding are mixed, of coufse. While" Teacher <
Corps monies are offerthg university pérsonnel inservice opportunities they
would not otherwise enjoy, the Staff Deve1ogmént'Seminar“leads a life that
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It will end when the Teacher Corps Progect ends, ynless uni-
wersity-officials can f1nd‘anotner source of funds for its cont1nuat1on ‘

v.;

‘FUTURE EXPECTATIONS- o St
Though the seminar 1tse1f at least as presently const1tuted, is likely
to be terminated afteg another year, there are many. ihdications that jts
effects will linger on. . The changes in course content and methods of .
instruction currently being made by seminar participants are 1iKely to
persist.. New courses are being developed around the concept of planned
variation in teaching, and these courses will continue to be offered in the
future. Most important of all, perhaps, is the fact that university
professors who have-participated in the semfnqr have begun to converse with
each other about contemporary res on teacﬁﬁng and its applications to
their own work. Once established a habit, this form of interaction
could provide a productive, if part1a1, substitute for an established .

inservice education program. If this is accomplished, the Upiversit aff

Development Seminar w111 mave served_its purpose well.
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| . " THE PALM \BEACH EXPERIENCE “’ _

P " -\ John\C. Thurber .

A school-baseg staff deyelopment program was initiatdd during 1973-74
X by Palm Beach County, Flori#a, schools. The model ig based on the premise
that it is desirdble for tedghers to be :involved in/ghs identification and .
articulatign of their own growth needs. Allocgtiogii¥¥flexible funding to
- - school centers enables activities to take pl a%é’in settings. In
° essence, each school has the Notential to becofge a pggfessiqna] réﬁayq] )
. '~ center. Thus is provided a mijor step toward the~god of program .
improvement through staff dev‘10pment. r . ‘ \
" Under this plan, each. segment of the school family has its own special
responsibilities for staff elopment. Teachers demonstrate their role by
helping to plan, and taking pa t in,"inservice actiyities;,-Principals
occupy a key position in the program; they also assgre sufificient resources
and provide for monitoring and follow-up activities. Thepmust exert
leadership by algﬁging teachers to assist in the planning of the school
center program ( h as analyzing the school's needs and proposing programs
to meet these needs).- Additionally, in some cases, students may be -

involﬁfd in' the planning. . ¥ .
¥ e

SRR

‘ \\ s | MANAGEMENT MODEL * | N

The area superintendent's staff -has the role of servi g as human
resources for school center activities-in planning and imp]gmentatioqgaglhe '
office of the area superintendent is responsible for reviewing pl\ans -bafed

, on the appropriateness of activities to the stated goalsz? the school,
» " schoql board priorities, and systémwide goals. . .
o« . o~ Basically, the management model follows this sequenZe;

!

o « 1. The faculty and principal plan jointly for act’jvitfes\, after‘“;.
analyzing their staff development nééds in relation to the total
] . school program. A formal, sysfemwide: needs assessment instrument
‘ is not used; as a matter of fact, stress is laid on the principal
y and teachers responding, uniquely, to their own particutar context
{g;kinservice traiping. That-is to say, they are encouraged to ,
at the school board priorities, legislative mandates, ‘student
) needs reflected in such areas as 1ow reading test scores or ] -
discipline referrals, teacher needs to serve students better in
' indicated areas, and response to community involvement.-
. * Flexibility to synthesize these various needs, at the local "schopl
- - setting, is encouraged by the_central and area qffites._ T
. Cn ‘

. 2. Plans are then reduged~t9 writing and.dre,reviewed,'aloﬁg with the

*

) . accompanying budget to carry out the plans, by the area super- 7 -
e g intendent, according to appropriateness of scheol gaal% and evalu-
. f .- ~ation procedures. Each school cénter is allocated $2.00 per pupil -
' for the purpose of carryipg on staff development.activities.
‘ . h ) ; 'i ‘ . . * . . .” .

" John .-’}'hu_rbe’r" ig Director of Professioval Staff Develdpment, Palm Beach
County (Florida) Sehpole. - -. % ! o

*
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3. Plans are forwarded to the Departient of Profess1ona1 Staff '

Devel op \ﬁnt so. that budgetary and program gccountab111ty procedures
may be initiated. However,. the central departnent does not direct,
approve, or d1sapprove any school center or area program. The
department does attempt to facilitate and assist in the overall
quality control by providing agwice when appropriate. In brief,
the department is a catalyst. /Additionally, the plans are re- .
viewed by the District Inservide Self-Study Committeen

[ 2
- 4, The funds are transferred- to the -school center's accounts and are
then available for expenditure.

5. The inservice activities are 1mp1emented by the school center .
.staff, according to the plan. ‘

6. The staff deve]opment act%v1t1es are evaluated by the staff and, s
rwhen appropriate, by an externa1 agent. . 'i'
7., Results of the act1v1t1es are then reported to the Department of é?

Profess1ona1 Staff Development. :7 . . .
8. The Department of Professional Staff Deve]opment prOV1des and °
# submits to the superintendent and the school board an annual
rev1ew of staft developWent activijties throughout the system

3

INSTITUTIONAL'AND INDIVIDUAL COLLABORATION

Since the program was initiated, various types of collaborative efforts
have come into exisfence. Basically, these have been either with local
institutions or agencies, or through individual cooperative efforts

One example of the first type of co11aborat1ve effort was undertaken as’
a result of a particular elementary schoel center's needs assessment, 1in )
which teachers and adm1n1straf0rs determined there were too many d1sc1p11n€'
problems with resultant referrals to the principal. Accordingly, with the

‘assistance of the area syperintendent's staff and the Department of

Professional Staff Development, a collaborative effort was developed Be-

tween a tocal community mental health center and the elementary school. A
year-\qqp program for the total staff--including the principal, all., 3

teacﬁiﬁs, the,cus did] staff, and @mny of .the. cafeteria workers--was '
implemented tg teagh positive reinforcement techniques. Results from. this _. .
program were“ast Lfshing: students were volunteering, on their own time,
to assist in such dctivities as h§¢p1ng the custodians c1ean corridors '

- after school. The evidenge of a more humanistic school c11mate, in this-
.instance, was further substantiated by a decrease of about 36 percent in

discipline referrals to the principal. Add1t1ona11y, both students and
paren®s indicatéd they felt an improvement in the school's climate.

Another group collaborative effort was undertaken to provide the dis-
tridt with a pool of potential administrators. Although not school-
1nht1ated mgst of its activities were school-based and school-focused.
During the 1976-77 school year, the Department of Professional Staff )
Development coord1nated and directed the Administrative Development Career -
Adv ncemeo?:Pnogram a col]aborat1ve effort undertaken‘with Florida: . ,

\ . + “Lp " . ) ) 16 ,\v. : ) . '.. <«
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Atlantic Un1Versity. The general purpose of the ADCAP program was:to R
identify and train the best potential 1eadershig within the county and, in
the process, attempt to ameliorate past sex discriminatory. procedures.-.
During the sumder of 1976, preliminary screening took place, and in the
early fall final selectiop of interns was made using an assessment center

' proceaure on.the campus q& Florida Atlantic University. Candidates. were

7

4

°

pd

+
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screened by various means: in six-major areas of compétencies, which were
arrived at in a joint effort by the university's staff and a comprehensive
committee representing teachers, principals, and area and central office
personnel from the Palm Beach County schools. The competencies -relate

‘directly to the job role and function of ;HE school ‘center administrator in

Palm Beach County. » ’ -
The assessment center procedure, carried on co]]aborativdﬁy with tha
university, included leaderless, discussions, role p]ayﬁﬁg} written exer-
cises, games, and other simulations. As a result of screening, the 97
applicants were reduced to approXimately 25 jndividuals who were placed

through the assessment center, and the 15 top ranking persons were -selected

as finalists, and became administrative interns for the 1976-77 school
year. The interns served approximately one semester #n each of two dif-
ferent school centers; thus they were provided a minimum of two differept
leadership style models. They also worked in an areassuperintendent's of-
fice for two weleks. Central office’ procedures of the district were
provided fer in discussion groupé‘led»by county office personnel; adminis-
trative theory and practical applications”were emphasized in weekly

seminars provided by university pérsonnel. The ultimate evaluation of this

program will belin the number of interns who are eventually placed- in
Teadership positions, and the quality*of their work. R -
-The second basic type of collaborative effort-is fndividual col:~ .

laboration. This particular form came about when a problem was uncovered -

during a process evaluation of our school;bised staff development program.
More specifically, one of the shortcomings ih the typical school-based
staff development program is that, while it frequently may speak.to the
needs of large groups or total faculty, sometimes. the needs of the, .

individual teacher-are not articulated. Because of this, the Department of

Profed!iqna] Staff Development has implemented a concept called "the
mini-university." ?n

The "mni-university," a simple and straightforward program, identﬁfiés;
persons with special talents or interests, who volunteer their services for

a small stipend, in order to.conduct short courses. These courses—are
advertised and coordinated through the'Department of Professional Staff
Development. Cours€s, then, are tedachers teaching other teachers in ‘small
groups of approximately ten individuals. This process allows for teachers
who hawe a particular need to take part in-short fnservice programs de=
'signed to meet a particular need. Offerjngs have ranged from programs in
reading improvement to ‘elementary physical education techniques. .

The mini-university appears to be a very cost-effective way of qf-
feriag inservice.education. For instance, during 1976-77, 18 courses were
offered to 322 persons through the mini-university, at a cost of $3,239,
The cost per participant hour was $.52, and that compares favorably with
courses that were contracted by the di@trict from colleges and other
agencies. TIhe cost.of a mini-university course is usually approximately

"half that of ‘other contracted courses. It appears, then, that on a

cobi-effective basis, the mini-uriverdity is a feasible way to
\ L S o - .
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offer certaln services to upgrade the qua11ty of 1nstruct1on via staft de—
ve]opment v

L -

- * .

SURVEY OF TEACHERS AND PRIMCIPALS o ’
‘ ) . . ~g
.Since the Palm Beach County model has been-in operation for four years,
.an 1n depth study was undertaken in spring 1977." An dnpnymous question- *
naire was disseminated ‘on a random basis to enough teachers in thegsystem
to ensure a statistically significant response. Every principal in the -
-system was also asked to reSpond to this survey. Findings indicated that..
99 percent of the-district's teacherg had taken part ig inservice
activities-at some time during the fdur years, and 1Qalbercent of the
prTnC1pa1s also had participated in staff development :programs.
= By providing a chance for teachers to be involved at the grass roots
level in planning and implefmenting their own staff development activities,
we find from the survey that 84 percent of the teachers felt their plan-
ning had been adeqgate or better, and only 16 percent felt it was inade-
quate~ "Further, 8Fpercent of "the teachers felt the administrative input.
in planning had been sufficient; and 88 percent that inservice ‘'goals were
sufficiently well articutated. The'actuaﬁ program-content was adequate or
better, according to 79 percent of the teachers. Concerning consuitant
presentat1ons when co]]aborative efforts'were undertaken, 88 percent of 'the
teachers felt that presentations were, adeéquate or better. The question-
naire revealed that 84 percent of the teachers perceived the attitudes of
jother! teacher participants in inservite programs as adequate or bettery and
85 percent felt their learning-experiggce was adequate or better. The
responses relative to resources. 1nd1cq!ed that 84 percent of the teachers
felt the human resources had been used adequateTy or better, and 90 percent
that the material resources were.used wisely. 'Of those teachers involved
in inservice activities in Palm Beach County, 93 percent believed their
.students. had benefited, in vary1ng degrees, -as a reésult of the: teacherg
nav1ng taken part in inservice activities. Only 7 percent of the teachers
in the district felt students had neceived no benefit from the teachers
having had inservice training. . %
Pr1nC1pa1s perceptions of goveﬁgance, content, and de1jvery.of'
inservice pregrams were also very positive. For instance, regarding
teacher planning, 91 percent of principals felt teachers had had adequate o
input, and 94{$ercent felt they had adequate or better input 1nto the_ * ,/
- planning procegs. Al1 (100 percent) believed inservice goals were | \
articulated welt. Content of the programs was judged adequate or better by
- 97 percent of the principals. Regarding utilization.of consu]tants on a
coltaborative basis, 95 percent of the principals felt their services were
adequate or better. Attitudes of other pringipals and teachers, while
involved in_staff development activities, were Qerce1ved as either
adequate, good,-or ¥xcellent by 95 percent of th&™ “Principals. The survey
also showed_that 96 percent of the principals felt hyman resources were
used in a mean1ngfu1'way, and 94 percent that materials were used in a
beneficial way. F1na11y, 98 percent-of the principals indicated the -
inservice activities in which they had taken part were a usefu1 learning
-experience.
A1l of the prTnC1pals surveyed in the district felt their teaching
staffs -had changed their nethods to various aegrees, as a.result of
- . - . A 9 Ko
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n. .. fecting both student and ;eaa;er performance. We do know, howeverny thft ¢
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panticipating im staff devel éAt activities.” There was some variance in .
this particular response in:#hat ‘67 percent indicated their staffs had PO 4

# changed to some degr;&, 31 percent-thas-their teachers had changed g great. ”
deal, dnd 2- percent-that there had-been a vast change. Re§ponses 0 97 -
percent of the~prinqﬁpa]s indicated their students had;beneﬁited to some*® g et
degree from the teachers having participated in inservice activities. ) .&w
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* During the four years priof to the initiation of school-based inservice " 4!!
‘education in Ralm Beach County, the average number, -of ‘hours spent by . 2]
v - personnel in ‘staff development was 56,432 houf™. per year, or an average per L
instructional employée of 15.5 hours. Sincé the initiation .of the schoglz, - .
based program, the comparative annual average is-114,869 hours, an-dverage «
of 79.5 hours of inservicg participation per yedr gper instruq‘ﬁona1.§taff PP

member within the disthip{fs-schoo] system. This repregnts an increase to-dl .
almost double thé number of average hours. per person spent in fnservice BT

tactivities. e ) ‘ ' . - oo :
Looking beyond the numher of participant hours, what really happens as L

a resul't of ‘staff’development? This is a very difficult §uestion to answer
in-a completély reliable manner, in part .because of the many vartaples af- -~ -~

“interesting things have occufred following implementation of inseilice .
programs. For example, one elementary schpol sought to improve the teach-". -
» ing of reading through staff deveIOpmént,2§i§h the :result that 16 percent * ~ -
more students scored above the'ir Tevel-of abYlity.than in'the previous - .
. year. Another school's records-indicate an increase of about 90 percent in
the amount of materials chrecked out from the media center following. a .
series in the basic use of media, which was conducted by a teather from an-
, Oother school. This, again, is }M§!2e3u1t of ‘collaboration of the - ~ 7/
-individual tyge. - L o Teo 4L
Our experience has shown us That with regard to. governance and man-
agement, both.teachers and principals felt they were adequately involved in
- planning. Both groups seened fairly content with their role in this
o Process. Ag a result of the planning processes, local school goals are de-
termined for staff development, and the majority of both groups seemed’
- satisfied that these goals were relevant %o their needs for teachers,
-students, andischeol board prioritiws. ' . e e
Concerning the content and.delivery of school-focused inservice,
programs, both teaghers' and principals indicated about the.same &egreg of
satisfactiok wjth programs under thig process. Generally,;poth’grodps also
ad similar feelings that the attitudes. of ‘other participants toward ‘staff .
© dewelppment were favorable. Both groups dlgo were very positive regarding -
thesdelivery of programs and the ytilizati?h of reseurces. Overall,
“principals exhibited a slightly mdfe positive attitude toward the staff - .
deveTopment program than did the tpachers, although the opinion_of the,k ~
Lefighers almastomirrored that incipals. - A W o
- It appears ;aat the teachersPBag principals shared almost identical o
- ‘perceptions regdrding the change (in teacher behavior resu]t’in@“'%m staff _ -

v

%

development activities.  Both- teachets and principals have exp ed a meed -

to expand their dialog to include,more dscussion about the impa#® of staff

n &

development progrsﬂS.A We feel that principals probably should reinforce

. .




act1v1t1e5 through frequent,dlscussaons w1;h teachers,,then agse this feed- ’ -

‘ back“in future p1ann1ng‘of st@ff deve]opmeht processes. . ' -
. ) by . _ % v-. . .'.}
‘ - K a dﬁSERVATIONS FOR INSTkUCTIONAL CHANGE R B
Lol d i l - — '

>

Reflections over the past@fuu ears 0ol-based-inservice educa-
t{pn give rise to severa1 generaTuéthOnrﬁﬁéseﬁ , -

v

" Sy 1. There is always roam fo ‘ijiprovement in any inservice process, ’
. e even those that appear %o be funct10n1ng_adequate1y. ..
. 2. There' is a peed to take per1od1c sopnd1ngs to‘peterm1né progran
4 r effectiveness.
'« ) 3. Evaluation ‘of the ultﬂggié Tmpatt of staff deve]opment is difficult’
. td achieve with an extremely h degree of certainty, so
. », secondary indicators of siccess failure frequently rust.be |
. - ¥ pelied upon for resultsi: -
4.. Improved communications between school, area, and centra1 off1ces
: would erhance the total s%i'f development program. - :
5.” Princfpals sWuld provtpegmore positive re1nforcement for teachers I’
_ when change is noticed. - ’
6. It mGst be realizég that be91nn1ng teachers and pr1nc1paTs have :

.

different staff development needs than seasoned educators.
7. Most teachers respond .well to tra1n1ng activities conducted w1th1n !i "
" their schools. . ; -
3 8. -1t may be easier to alter the Curticulum in the school by changing "~ ’

the behavior of a group of teachers and' the pr1nc1pa1 than by o
vattempt1ng to change one teaesher at a, t1me. ,

§. It is possible for a scheql to deve]op a program that allows for
profess1ona12§rowth of teachers, and improve its 1nstructnona1

.o program as 4 result;in fagf this "often happens.

t',' 10. "It appears tha i Pferent %phba1s respond in vary1ng ways to

- opportunitiesyja Ray fdstdr in th1s~response is the pri 6?pa1
‘ 11. “Teachers-and pr1b 1p31s have various preferences_about~the typ of »
. 1qarning activit4 es-}n which they wish to take part.’ . . d
.o ¢ A e
We have found then, that“continued staff development support is* .
= .~ necessary if 1nstruct1ona1 Curriculum change .is to be, facilitated through .
. staff development. The ultimate impact desired is the type of 1mproved -
. " _instruction that’ truﬂy prepares today's students to be tomorrow S c1t1zens.
» b .
. " "’. B
[~] [
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.delivers that kind of curriculum should bggome the teacher education, or

' "@ , V¥ P
. TEACHING COMPETENCIEE\FOR IMPLEMENTING THE® .
v ATLANIA‘INDlﬂiDUALIZED LEARNING PROGRAM .

’

c 7 Lucille G. Jorddn.

youngsters in ftlanga Public Schools, it was evident that development

. * - .
In developing an individualized-learning program for elemen
fi; a program of staff development needed %o be concurrent.

of curriculum

. The rational process appeared to be to assess where pupils are and_ther, to

determine appropriate goals according to the pupils themselves, their )
parents, and teacher$. Whatever training was needed to prepare teachers to

.
L

staff development, program. . . -ﬁ?;

: -~ * )\: -

IDENT IFYING-NEEDED GOMPETENCIES _ O :

Jhis proééss differs from that too often used by teacher educators who
develop lists of teacher competencies. Frequently, competencies are listed

* by edycators who have no idea what kind of curriculwm-teachers are .

attempting to implement when they say they need a certain competency. In
such cases, competency development is not necessarily tied to plans-
designed to result in improved student competencies. . ,

- The basic position taken by the administrative staff of the Atlanta

~Publi¢ Schools was that the deve gment of curriculum needs to take place
concurrently with a staff developflent program. The compe?encies then
reflect the philosophy of the staff, Yecause the curriculum provides the - (\\ .

base from which specific teaching comfpetencies: can be inferred.

The first thinking which led to Atlanta's:teaching competencies project
is contained in a proposal to the U.S., Department of Health, Education,'an
Welfare, Office of Education, in January 1973, The proposal; entitled
Competency Based Educatfon Center, was prepared under the dipéction_of Dr.
Gilbert F. Shearron of the Competency Based Education Center, University of
Georgia, and was directed to the ‘Bureau-staff who oversee activities under
the Education Professiﬁns.Development Act. -Althqugh the precise places and :
certain details of procediure were modi fied during implementation, spe basic -
notions.of the project are reflected in the text of that propgsal. -

Five dimensions of literacy for Atlanta students were identified: .
personal, ‘social, intellectual, aesthetic, and career. Curriculum was '
Aeveloped to deliver these literacies through concept-based learning by
means of an individually guided, continuous progress process.. Ten ele-
mentary schools piloted the new curriculum.” After a year,-one of the pilot
schools was selected to develop competencies thought to be ‘necessary to
imp] ement this curriculum. ' < ’ ‘ S

. The project staff included the professional.staff (twelve elementary
scheol teacher€ ¥nd the principal) of Guice School, six members.of the = .
supervisoqy’staff of the Atlanta Program Development Unit of’ thé Atlanta -«
Public .Schools, and three -progr&m development specialistsgof the Competency

.Based Education Center at the University.of Georgia. The Executive

Committee which pfinned events, implemented agéj‘ittes, and outdined .
Luz;z'lie .G. Jordan ig Director of Erqg&m Develo

5 I L
opment,” Atlanta (Georgig) v,
Public Sehools. . ER S Lﬁf z"@
: : ' .
- ‘ ’. *
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% continued through. the summer of 1976

_ Welsh, P:1nc1pa1 of Guice Elementary School ‘in _Atlapta.
-d1rected all project activities which Began in the summer of 1973 and

=reports cons1sted,of Dr. Lwcille G« Jordan - of the Atlanta, Program 1
Development Unit, who served as Project Coordinator; Dr.. G11bert Fi
Shearron, D1rector of the Comp&tency Based Edugation Center; and Mr. U hnr

This staff |

The teach1ng.ataff analyzed the strategy, app11ed theig exper}ences in

piloting the curkiculum for one year. and began te determine what skill
teacher neéﬁéd to implement an individualized curriculum.
began with "Find what the student knows."

The strategg
This implies diagno$tic skills.

The five areas of literacy indicate that diagnostic skiils need to go -

beyond the 1nte11ectua1 by also’ emphas1zlpg the social, aesthetic, and"

'personal areas. There are, of course,
utilize the prescr1bed strategy.

-

addi tional competencies ne ed to .

Perhaps it will suffice to say that ' o

well-planned curr1cu1um,wh1ch rather precfse]y spec1f1es pupil outcomes’

N prqeiges a basis for determining teacher competenc1es. When the curr1cu1um )
v als pec1f1es a learning strategg*to be- employed the process of
S de ining competencies is magdg ‘easier. . .
,Y/ ,‘-' eaching competenc1es in proaect were therefore teaching.acts that ’ -
=i} k7 a 1;;assentwﬂ if one is to-Aa an’ ffect1ve job of implementing the
' i .53 dividualized curriculum.. “The seven compgtencyvareas 1dent1f1ed were: .
i / - Figure 1. . . L,
. \ I EVALUATTON PACKET
) . ‘ , .o . A
. e Y - i, * o LA .,
. ™ [Instrument - .7 Procgss . -
. t‘ - N ° . J]
< 1 ' "How#p You Feel". g " To be admimi stered by ‘the , -
N\, - _classroom teacher and completed by
. ,the pupils . . !
2 "Check11st ﬂgr Reviewing {: membertoramembers ‘of the approved
‘.~ Papil Folders" A va1uat1on\team
A <3 "Ohservation'of Teachers“ A1 members of the eyaluation team - =
, ~4 "“Teacher Questionnaire" The classroom teacher comp]etes own
' , + form ’
s s ' ) . ~ '4" .
R 5 "Teachér Self-Evaluation ;. The classroom teacher completes own
- .'Criteria:  Classroom . fo ) , :
% .. Envi ronmeft” % ' : ' ’
- 'f : . T . ) . I
o . 6 "Summary of Status on Guice - A1 membe®™ of the evaluation team
| f.;i’ : Competencies : .
* ’ [ 4 . ty ) .
7 Long~Range Prescrfpt1ve . k A1l membets of the evaldatign team
| Plan Form" Co ‘ .
! g 5 g ) ! ‘ ’ ’ im oo.
| "B, -"Competency Prescription” ~ The classrooh teacher and a member e
\ N -of the evaluation team
] R * . g‘#
'\ 0\ / .« " » o
. . ,
¥ E 22 H - .
» - . ‘r\ . . . .
/ 8 w‘:\s AR , v JO ‘ , , ‘ N il , '
. - L4 A"’;d‘ vf:.' , ’ ! ). 3
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diagnosing, prescr1b1ng, 1mplement4_g manag1ng, evaluat1ng, humanizing,
and professionalizing. s
One source of @elp was the Atlanta Curriculum Guide, another was the
professional exper1ences of the project’staff, and a third was the avail-
able lists of teach1ng competencies des1gned for othér instructional _
programs. A review of these various-sowrces yielTdtd the first tentative -
list which, with the assistance of “the UBE Center staff, was edited aﬂg‘Ton\
classified, then returnei{t:/the project staff for review and:such revis

and reclassiffcation as were deemed necessary. A fourth and fifth lists
were developed after testing with 14 other pilot schools which provided

input. The changes,madg were used-in completion of the dbfficial competency

list which also included competency indicators and, in 1975, served as the
basis for the development of 1nserV1ce staff development act1v1t1es to
attain the competencies.

ODuring the 1974-75 school year Guice faculty member$ demonstrated the
seven cdtegor1es ‘of teaching 8ompetenc1es ‘in ongoing classroom situations
which were’ v1deotaped and added to the bank of some two dozen videotapes
and films produced inm relation to At)anta's Individualized Learn1ng

Pregram. . /

Once staff‘devgéS)ment experiences were identified and the resouaces
listed for such exp€riences, the ‘teachers concerned themselves with plan-
ning evaluation processes-appropriate te as%essﬁng ‘each competenCy. .
evaluation packet (Figure 1) was developed piloted by the proJeet st ff,

. and assessed during 1975-76. ' r

Following the completion of.this proaect a report listing all -
competencies, activities, processes, and instruments was made to: alF
funding sources and the~input was used by the Competency Based Eddcation’
Center as inpyt to the-State of Georgia‘'s movemant toward building teacher
canpetency certification plans. The Atlanta School System has arganiied
the materials.into.1earning modules for teachers who ‘have identified their
conpetency needs In each maJor*area of competency the modules include:-

Def1n1t1on of competency - -
Indicators of competency

Staff development activities to-build competency
Suggested resources to be usep in Building competency

Suggested ways to evaluate attaimment of the cémpetency. ’

v ©

EawhNy -
e o o o o

It is hoped that this plan w1ll serve as a support to the efforts berﬁ//
made to bring individualized staff development oppértunities to profes-#¢:

.sionals who are #triving hard to furnish meaningful, 1nd1v1dual]zed { i

learn1ng experiences to Atlanta s students.

COLLABORATION OF EDUCATION AGENCIES

Prel1m1nary plann1ng tivities: :tonsisted, malnly of gett*ng agreement
among the three principal Participants (Atlanta Public Schools, .Guice
Elémentary School, and the University of Georgia CBE Center) that they
would undertake the project and make arrapgeﬁgnts for the sequence of — .
meet1ngsgsuggested by the original proposal. The Proaect Coordinatoy
attended to these matters during the summer of 1973. Prigr approvaF and
funding of the Georgia CBE Center had been obtained from th& U.S. Office of,
Education by -Dr. Shearron'1n 1973. . . .. -

‘ .
1 7 » 23
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. Agreement among the part1c1pants was a re]at1ve1y simple’matterg A1l
Lo except. the Gu1ce Schoot "staff nad been, alerted by their prel ininary dgrec-

went +{o participate in.the project if the proposal was accepted. There-.
fore when the project was funded,. the CBE Cent Director contlacted those -
" who had- authorized the project in its proposal /form- to be tertain they weke |

R _ sti1l able to cooperate. This group included the Dean of .the College gf
= ' Education at thé University of Georgia; fhe Assistant Superintendent for
' Instructional Planning and Deyelopment, Atlanta Public Schools;: the .

- Director of Staff Development for the’ ‘Atlanta Public Schd®ls; and the
Superantendent of the geographic area-in which.Guice Schoql is located. _
N * As GuiceSchool had been one of the p11ot school desighates of the . /,~\'>
Atlanta Public ‘Schools, the principal arranged for a staff mgeting during
wh1rh the matter was brought before the classroom teachers to determine the -
extent of their interest. A$ this meeting the plans’ ‘weré explained to the,
- teachers and d1scusseg by thefh, and their agreement to part1c1pate was ob-
tained,- . 3 . .
- -When, the fund1ng for tﬁ% USOE pro;écfjhe1d~by the Georgia Ceober for Tt L
Competency Based Educgtqon ran out, the AtTantasProject Coordinator ap- e .
proached the Director of . Pro%!am and Staff Developfient of the Georgia State
Department of‘ﬁgﬁﬁgq!gn during 1974-75 and secured financial assistance to
pay stipends t aff'for Saturddy meetings. - A§s1stance from the-
Geergia Department of Education was continugd during "the following -year,
through' the Atlanta Pubhc Schoo]s aH“ocat'lon of funds) for staff .
development. . B =
Al1.materials deve]oped were ut1f1zed throughout the Atlanta School ee s ¥
System, the Nn1vers1ty of Georgia, amd the'ﬁeorgpa ‘State Department of - z
: - Education; they also were furnished to the U.S. Office of Education.
o i An alternative 1earn1ng route used dy ‘the ,Guice staff to accomplish .
several ob3ect1ves in 1mp1ementat1on'qu a.visit or visits to.the Atlanta ~ . -
Area- Teachers' Center at Mercer Unive#sity, -which had been planned and
deyeloped with input -by APS; érs, of the(Gu1ce Competenc1es Project :
?aff The teachers who#étéived preMeriptions related to prQV1d1ng
. . ternative learning'.routes found time at the Cehter to glean -ideas and . T
7 make instructional games amd materials to:use in indiyidualizing . ’
: ’ instraction. Following this expé?1ence teachers saw ‘fhe Teachers' Center - .
‘as a.viable resqurce for stimulaging teachers to inter'act with-other
teachers in shar1ng expertise and-ideas, and as a, locus for esoteric
materials deve]opment. These experiedces have 1ed to much wider ase of the

Teachers' Lenter, sponsored by the Atlanta Area Teachers Educatidnal - -~ ‘
Serv1ce . ) T s e
. ;v.. . . _
o, ) '_ i ..AD mmums ;n f, ¥ c e e !
- ) ¢ Prgblem: - Teachers in the beginn1ng were.skept1ca1 that the y -

‘evaluation . ta gathered mJght be used hy administrative, personne1 as a
- detenmyier of performance, wi'thout the -permission or even the knowledge Of’.
— the eaohers. . - B < - .

‘ -

* e Solution: The deslgn of the teacher competency process’ 1ncorporat1ng
. the assessment of peer, self, and others is an outgrowth of the individu-
’ alized instruttional design for pupils in the,Atlafta Public Schools. Tts

f purpose” is to give direction to the cont1nuous personal and professional

- gpowth of " the individual teacher r o, - .
’ ~ - . .-- ‘ .‘ P - T
o E o . - ,324 32 - y '
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vaﬁuat1ons which result from this design are»ev1dence of the teacher s
comnitment to growth and will be made available-to whoever is know]edgeabte
about,the individualized curriculum andsmutually acceptable to-the teacher
and the adm1n1strat1ye,and supportive leadership staff (pr1nc1pa1, sele€ted
persons actively involved in the mdwxduah;‘ process, peers, parents/ P, .

, .
. .
. A - T . .
a- ) N : .
- (P8
/ *

= and/or .students).

Competenc1eerequ1r1ng a plan for se1f-1mp vement will be identified .
and decisions made for the development dnd 1mpT9mentation'of the .self-

1mprovement program. The teacher and Apecified evaluators, following the -
Teacher's Individualized Learning Model (Figure 2), wili; dg;erm1ne the

extent of pgogress toward the objectives. This learning séquence plan will “niigi

_be placed ik the teacher's school file and will serve as a record of —

profess1ona1 growth. , — . . -
. L, 0= ) ‘5 : RE
' Prob]em Teachers suspected that their direct input would not be . .
fully valued and used per Se in the products of the project. £
7 (
. So]ut1on ' The Steering Comm1ttee was not fully aware of th1s ,Ji .
attitude. until the writing of the first set of competency statemepts,‘1n

-

. o Figure’ 2 . '
TEACHER S INDIVIDUALIZED LEARNING MODEL ..
e ST . S ~ {How Do I How
‘ : . - |Feel About]- Will 1
Process? Use New

B3

' \ . Ski11?

yi

.

“' "_ LAl A R H . " N ’
What Do I Plan Process Implement- ‘How Well Recycle or
. Need? “|Time Resources » Plan - |"7| Didsl Do? Go to _Next,] -

.
T

o Co - Objective]
. P ) 3 é .
Ot i , :g : : N * : J;‘o

Interaction with Others ; -

v

Phase I - . Phase ILI ' « Phase {V.

Perfqnns self- eva]uat1on~ Amplements self-impPbvement Determines exfent /
(dec1s1oa—mak1ng poiht)  “(Individual time varjable) of progress toward -

- y " S own ‘objectives
‘Phage 11 - ) i ~ " Phase W - o
& - = * = ' 3 '
Develops a plan for selﬁ‘ ' 0" ' (Décis%oh-making .
improvement--Negotiation? - “ . point) Decides o
Estimate of time, resources, ( . hext phase: (a)
etc.; Procedure, etc. A : _ Recycle? - {b) New
A o _ , strategy + (c) Turn
o _ - . to another set of
\ o . ' ‘objeatives ’
l' i
N 14 »
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which teachers ‘could see their exact statEm*gts‘ebout Jndicators’ of ‘.
competency. The test of sincerity ‘had’ been, met unknowingly, and the . 1
teachers continued to grow 1n»conf1dence as tg;y saw .their input ysed and\ )
‘valved. . , ‘ . .
u L )
e Problem: Shar1ng of processes and progress of. the prOJect ‘with other '
school staffs which were implefienting curriculum was jlentified as a’ Ao
problem. - '

e !
“e°Solution: Resoyrce Teachers/Supervisors charged to}xork with all :
staffs implementing c3rricu1um were kept informed-and involved in actual t .
operation of the competenqbes project. They in turn supplied* input and
carried.feedback from the project to all school staffs. g

Second‘ television programs -and video cassettes -that were made pr ided )

- overviews of progress and demonstrations of the competencies to a11

interested persons/and to the lay public.: - ~}//A

e Problem: School administrators are concerned with teachers' be1ng
out pf classrooms for professional activities during the~schoo1 day: and,at

having supply (subst1tute) teachers fi11 1n. . ‘.
: ‘e So]ut1on AN of these meetings to plan and develop were- held .
*-outside school time,-such as late. afternoons and evenings, and Saturday o
-_~seminars For which teachers received a sma1] stipend. .
B a‘ o . ) “"\ .
’ A GOVERNANCE ‘ s '

Governance‘dec1s1ons were made by the Executive Comm1ttee (composed of .
the Director of the Georgia CBE Center, the Atlanta Project Coordinator, ’
and the Principal of Guice Elementary School) with input from the - .
participants in each institution involved. The quality of the output. of

“this, project, however, depended os the energy, enthusiasm, and patdence . ' ’

demonstrated by all involved staff members of , the 1n§t1tut1ons, partic-
ularly of Guice Elementary School.

The fundamenta1 decisions made are listed here as the most 1mportan%'/ , : .
concerns of the parties involved. .t . N
-~ M ' ) '
1. . There would be provisions to release 1nd1v1dua1 teachers g .

.

» occasionally from their teaching assignments so that they could
part1c1pate in the teacher education pregram development *
activities. . . _
2. When SuppTy teachers were used, the CBE Center bddgex wou]d pay for ,
their services. . \ . . !
3. The CBE Center budget would also absorb all honoraria and travel
. expenses not normally expended by the Atlanta Public Schools for
curriculum- development and supervisory activities undertaken.

4. Wowk sessions requiring total involvement of the Gulce_school staff .
-« would be held on Saturdays, and staff members would rece1ve an ‘
hpnorar1um or stlpend - ¢




St ', - FUNDING

Funding resources utilized in development of’ £§a9h1ng cunpetenc1es have
'cansisted of both actua1 and 1n -kind confr1but1ons

% , . <
1973-74 : . :
. -
' Un1vers1ty of Georg1a Centif for Competency Based Educatlon . . .
shared resources from the ®SOE Project (CGG-0-71-1076) to fund’ oot

g -stipends Jor. Guice teachers and the ECD staff to. ' . :
. . meet on Saturdays, cost of a retreat; and services of b .
an APS Rrogram Coordinator (1/8 t1me) ‘- $7,500 - -

.. Atlanta Public Schools supplied in-kind contributions
of .the Elementary Curriculum staff during work days;
neet1ng space; and a small amount of dup11cat1ng

g' services. 1 /

Un1ver51ty of Georgla supp]1ed in-kind contr1but1ons of
the time of a gradUate student; faculty conswltants for

technical assistance; and dup11cat1ng and pr1nt1ng . '
. serv1ces1 : : \
.- . : . ‘ _ , L
©1974-75 - -
. T e . T
y Un1vers1tf‘of Georgia furnlshed funds for ¥ vidéotapes and ¥ -t b
the serv1ces (1/8 t1me) of the APS Program Coordinator. 3,540

~
Georgla State Departme t of Education worked out.a shared

plan with Project Succe$s, an APS Title III Project, to \ .o Tl ‘
) provide stipends for'saturday ervice of APS.staff. } 3,000 <. ~
- } Ny,
- Un1vers1ty .0f Georgia supp11ed in-kind contributions of the
time of a graduate student; faculty consultants for technical’
. advice; use of-a videotape recorder; and an operdtor to record - '
* twelve teaching demonstrations. . . )
Atlanta Public Schools gave in-kind contributions of EC) J
personnel time, TV production and programm1ng time, and some ? -7
duplicating services. .
1975-76 “ e : I
\ . ; [
: Georgia State Departmgnt of Education funded (through, the ) N
' Atlanta Public Schools Staff Development Funds) assistance : .
" with instructional materigls, printing, day-by-day supply C0 -
for teachers, and cons atiye services. -, 2,780 7

]

' 7 - .
’ '\\\"’\At1anta Publig Schools: gave_jn-kind contributions of staff .
. -time at ]ocizﬁschoo1 area, and central levels; duplicating ¢
: services; an meeting space. .
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. 1976-77. w CL ey = v
' ) B S s
Atlanta Public Schools gave in-kind contrfbut1on1/;f staff .
_t1me and printing servicess - -! - e =,
. SUMMARY: Tha total <ash outlay of funds by the U.S. - —
Office of Sducation, University of Georgia,” and Georgia . ) s
State Department of Educatioh was: ! . $16,820

/

3

Obviously, the in-kind contmbutwns of the.Univesity of- Georg1a and . .
~Atlanta Public Sthools would amount;to a far greater cost than the cash  ~
butlay represents. : . : :

.. PROJECTIONS FOR FUTURE#-USE .
J 4 . . ' at
Future use of products from the competency project is being planned )
with Atlanta Elementary Resource Teachers, who work directly. with the
approximately 3,600 teachers in all 105 elementary schools. These resource
teachers’ were "involved in and/or were kept informed during the development
process and therefore feel a commitment to use what they helped to create. * '

. The Elementary Education staff-has reorganized the products of “the *
project. in such a way that-modules have been developed for each se®of )
competencies: diagnosing, prescribing, impl emer;\tmg, managing, evalliating,
humanizing, and personalizing. A .teacher who is diagnosed as needing to
work on a cértain -competency can move into that particular modu;g and
proceed at his or her own pacé. In this way, we are prov1d1ng n individ- BN
ualized learning oyportumty for that tea;her just asvwe ask the’ teacner e ne

to provide for students. )
The Atlanta Staff Development Depaﬁnt has received reports of ¥ * '
project activities and .the products-cre¥¥ed, so that the resoures can be

fully utilized in offering inservice opportun1t1es to all Atlanta teachers.

‘It is hoped that pro.]ect products, disseminated to all agencies and -
institutions involved in the Atlanta Competencies for Implementing .
Individualized Learning ProjgEt, will be used appropriately by each to L
build competencies in such a'Way that both teaéhers and students will ' -
r reahze the1r full potential.
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( ' S ‘Betty B. Schant

: - The University Inservice Teaqher Educat1on Network UITEN) is a
“ . . collaborative' effort by the School District of Philadelphia, Federation.of
- s Teachers, Philadelphia Association of School Administrators, and
. institutions of higher education-rBeayer College, Cheyney State College,
The Pennsylvania State University, Temple University, ¥i1lanova University,
, - and West Chester State College.” The rietwork is administered py a Board of
. Di re@srs representative of the constituent.groups, with members
_ responsible for obtaining "at,home" agreements\from the1r respective
. organizations and/or 1nst1tut1ons. T
* * UITEN courses are of fered in one of the School Dlstricts of .

} PhiladeTphia's ten centers offering full inservice courses. UITEN graduate
ylevel courses may be applled'to permanent cert1f1catlon, Master's )
Equivalency degrees, Master's degrees, and Master s Plus Thirty Credits..

‘ Teachers currently matriculating in graduate programs must cansult their

5 advisors to determine if these credits are applicable to their specific

: programs. Part1c1pat1ng institutions +have agreed to actept UITEN courses,
as transfer credit into graduate progrﬁMs however, successfyl complet1on
of UITEN courses. does not guarantee eﬁtry into graduate prog .

N

# o~
& ¥ - .

‘ ‘ ' N _ NETWORK BEGINNINGS

* . s

- -

In 1972, 30 Intermédiate Units (IUs) were established in PennsyiVanla.
', Phlladelph1a fs the only school district that is also a self contaaned
Intermediate Unit. .

Under the strong 1eadersh1p of- the school system and supported by the
Federation of Teachers and Association of School Administrators, (
Philadelphfa's IU developed an active and aggressive]y productive Inservice
< Council that d651gn$9 and approved. free inservice courses for professional
" school personnel h
also accepted 18 semester hours.of Intenmediate Unit credtt (of the 36
semester hours required) as applicable 'to a Master's Ejuivalency degree; 18
semester hours of credit were also needed from ong' or several highar
education institutions offer1ng graduate credit, In Philadelphia, the
. |sa1ary scales for Master's Degrge and Master's Degrée Equivalency are the

‘same. " The state had thus reestablished its right to credential teachers by

awarding a Master's Equivalency certificate directly *to teachers who - .
submi tted transcrlpts of college and Intermediate Unit credits. i ‘

Philadelphia's free inservice courses quickly glﬂned in popularity as
ten genters for inservice.education-were establfshed in public scﬁools

»

-

ach s, ghe city. Registrations overflowed and teachers were turned .away as4

-courses rapidly filled. Inservice survey data from the period 1973-1976
indicated thqt 88 percent of the teachers who took -inservice courses
’respbnded positively when asked if the courses wem# meeting’ thetr expressed
_-needs. - ‘ . '
.....— [ 4 / ‘2
Betty B. Sbhant@ 18 Project Director of the University Inservzce Teacher
fﬁdueatton Network, ‘thladelphza Pbggsylvhnza.

.
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e state, in turn, by approving these course o ferings,
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The concept of teachers’ teac?1ng teachers is 1ndeed not new. Public
Schogl districts have historically engaged in inservice education. "This
coordinated, statewide effort leading to certificatian with 1ittle direct
"collegiate linput, however, exercised a shift in contro] and was viewed with.

a jaundiced-eye by most co11eg1ate dinstitutions. Colleges'which .for years
had recommended teachiers for certification throﬁgh therr own state-approved
graduate pragrams 1ead1ng to Master's degrees, and with it the addigienal '
financial remuneration in salary -to the _recipient, felt threatened, ‘

Typically, colleges. had .provided a variety of inservice 0pportun1t1es K
for school personnel "in the field." Sometimes courses wert scheduled in
response to 4 specific_r <EQE§St for a specific professor for a Spefﬁf1c

" population ini.a specific lotation. More generally, one or several colleges ~
offered coursés appealing to gxbroad populat1on of students from a variety
of locations, any taught by adjunct faculty in a pre-approved location:

. However, the most extensive inservice programs were of fered on coJ}ege
campuses, with teachers attending evening or summer classes. It became- .
-apparent to college '‘personnel involved in both Intermediate Unit Inservice
Councils and collegiate courses that perHaps colleges needed to examine a
new delivery system of cooperation between institutions in specific
geographic areas to provide better service for schoot personne]

In Spr1ng 1973, personnel of fourteen area colleges and Six Inter-
mediate Unit directors were invited to Temple University for a luncheon -
meeting to discuss the status and future plans of the Intermediate Units in
the metropolitan area with regard, to the deltivery of inservice education to ”*
teachers and how they viewed colT%giate participation.* A series of
meetings, 1nvo]v1ng the State Dep tment .of Education, teacher orgar-
izations,.and school administratdbrs were scheduled o discuss possible

~/cooperat1on in deve10p1ng an inservice model.

. * COMMITMENT TO COLLABORAT ION C / 4

By fall 1974 it was evident tfiat in order to establish a firm com-
mitment between colleges of teacher educqtion interested in developing a
network system of inservice education, we needed to develop operational
guidelines and target dates for mnet1ng'them, and to identify a specific
target population that could be financially and organizationally supportive

. of the plan. As the meetings progresseds many institutioné were interested

in the deve10p1ng plans, but some withdrew from the p1ann1ng because they
were unable to meet the demands of the .agreed-upon ti The Philadelphia .
Intermediate Unit was immediately supportive and had th& available re-
sources.and flexibility to initiate-the opefing of a pilot,center. There-
fore it was agreed that, although the other five IUs were interested in
future part1c1pat1on the Philadelphia IU would become the active planning
group. —_

As 3 result, UITEN became official when a 1etter of comm1tment was re- '
ceived from six college deans, each naming a representative:to the
newly-established Board of Directors.. Subsequently the Philadelphia
Federation named five representatives, the Association of School
"Administrators three representatives, the Philadelphia School District .
three representatives, and the Pennsylvahia Department of Edycation as-
signed a regional Intermediate. Unit.representative.. The commitment by

. B “,,ﬁ 3(\ 7»_. ‘
| "; - ' 30 ° ..
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all parties was to one year of p1ann1ng, 1975-76, and—uupen review. of thé€
agreements formulated--an operational pilot center during 1976-77. -~ -~ |
- Recognizing ghe educational merit of this endeavor, the William Pefin -
Foundatian of Ph1Tade1ph1a awa¥ded a small grant for the development of
.. this network. “This grant, for bath p1ann1ng and implementation, made it
fossigle for the Board of Directors to hold all-day workshop sessions, em-
ploy-a graduate assjstant for a two-year period, and staff the center .dur-
ing its initial year with a Center Director who was responsible ‘to the
Board. Coming at a critical time in the protess, these funds provided ad-
ditional services that Noulg not have been readily available from existing
budgets. The grant,. howev in no way. covered the many NMours spent by. ‘f
both Board members and co11eagues they invdlved in the process, nor the
costs of publicity and mailing expended by thé School District of
Ph11ade1ph1a and the Federation of Teachers.
- The six cofleges formulating the UITEN represented the state co]]ege
system (2), land-grant (1), state-related (1), private (1),.and
private- paroch1a1 (1) types of institutions. Although there were broad
gaps to bridge in the policies, operationa] \modes, and finances of the i
institutibns, the commitment to estab]1sh an operational network. was Tt
strang. e
Perhaps the greatest strength was the persona1 commitment of the re-
presentatives .from the-organ1zat1ons and institutions involved. They de-
. veloped not only a trust relationship and comradeship, but a strong belief
,} . that problems arising could be resolved to the benef1t of a¥l ‘onst1tuent
groups. ,

N
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Planning  the Network

7 -
— . The first areas of negotiations‘tackledehy the Board concerned -
o financeg, structure of the organization, transfer and acceptance of
, stitutional credit, course offerings, calendar, and development of the,
center. D1rectors had the responsibility of involving additional rep-
resentatives from their jinstitutions in the meet%ngs when specia) exper-
tise,was needed, ,and performing all the necessary 1151son relationships on-
their 1ndiv1dua1 “hame front." Renegotiation sessions were ccmmonp]ace
. until a consensus could eventually be reached. y
/ Workshop days were extremely helpful in expediting planning. Goals
. .were established prior-to the workshop day. Work sessions were developed -
for specific tasks and at the end of thg day a consensus session was~held. N
~ Those items on which consensus could not be reached were identified and a
. strategy for reso]v1ng differences was' developed. . Tasks were then assigned
T accordingly so that items might be renegotiated where necessary before the
' " next meeting. As institutional problems -were bared, wide differences were
uncovered. Tuition rates, transfer credits accepted, credibility of
of f-campus credit, registration procedures and fees, assignment of facul ty

. were all areas of conflict.
< L : The overriding goal was to maintain the identity of the individual
- * institutions while developing a cooperative framework of operation that

would provide. a high quality of inservice education to teachers. We were
not interested 'in estabtishing additiogal administrative structure but in-
- stead a vehicle that would feed directly back into the existing structures
" of“each fh§titutfan con€erngd with inservice edueation. . “In order to As-
«  sure an orthestration of efforts that wou1d’sa£dsfy the needs of the ~ -

T 39 )
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. . The th1rd p1ann1ng task was to estahlish cr1ter1‘,:or assegsing th

3

constituent groups involved, a considerable amount of time was devoted to’
establishing institutional agreements. Although some unwritten operational
agreements were assumed the fo}10w1ng'agreements were mandatory: .

.~ 1. Institutions® wouldrmaintain UITEN~fees at or near $43 per c;éaii

2. Each 1nst1tut1on would of fer a m1nfﬁun of one graduate course each -

semester (d1sregard1ng traditional enrollment numbers). - .
'q 3. UITEN courses affered woGld be transcr1pted by each 1nst1tut10n '
- - as graduate credit apd be accepted by Network, 1nst1tut1ons ’ -
.——=="“' - .

4. _Each institution wouS& provide personne1 for adv1s1ng and’ pre-=

registering students at the p110t center.’

5. Course se1ect1ons éer 1 center (based on a needs asseésment .

administered by the IU) would be decided by the colleges submitting
to the Board of Direcfors courses they were prépared to offer. The
Board would then select the courses to be offered so that UITEN and - .
IU courses did not compete with one another for the same time slot
and a variety of course offerings would be assured. The Board

could also limit the number of courses offered by institutions as.a,
total group or by 1ndiv1dua1 ‘institutions. '

l

6. ATl courses of fered wou]d Be described in competency -based terms,,
with studeats having access to the competencies to be 1earned, .

éstab11shjng,a,R£15t Center - ' \ B (ﬂ
‘w T~ - . )

The second physe of plamning involved adnnn1strat1ve/management
agreements necessary to operate a pilot center.
Martin Luther King High School was selected because of its s1ze,
. accpss1b111ty to school personnel, strong administrative support and
current designation as an Intermed1ate Unit Center.

";““ The VITEN Board of Directors established a. position fér the 1976-77 -

academic year of Center Director, who would be an employee of the—Board and-
responsible for .the adm1n1strat1on of the UITEN program at the high schowl.
__ The Boqrd determined the criteria for selection, conducted the wr?}ten anQ
1§ oral .interviews, and made the figal seJect1on of a director, ih spring 1976

Eva1uat1n1 the Pilot: E.cggram

A%

» pilot program. ‘ 5
. The UITEN Board, with the consultant help of two researchens, one from '

the School District of Philadelphia and the othér from Temp]e Unfvens1ty,

developed the following eva]uat1on procedures: , |

[

~ 1. Evaluation forms admin1stered to the students ofgUITEN courses that
.2 would assess the appropriateness of courses offered
- 2. Evaluation by students of the predetermined competencies of
' each course and their application in the field
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3. Evaluation forms, adminiStered to students enrolled in UITEN
Ty B coursés that assessed the management of*the center and services

" such as registration and advising provided to- them

8, ;Evaluation of the UITEN project by the Board of Directors .’ * "
= 5, Eva]?wn of thQUITEN pro,]ect by local and: nat]ona"l groups. .
~ .
.

~

The UIﬁN center at Martin Luther I(wg’ High Sch001 opened in Sep&ember i,

1976. Durmg the first year of operatwn UITEN offered 25:grad ,
courses with-an enrollment of 525 students. Concurrenﬂy the Ph ade]pﬂia .
LU offefed- 40 inserwige coufses with 1,130 teachers enrolled at the Martin

Luther ng Center. C1tyw1 de, Iu centers offered 89 courses wi th 3 616

enrolled. .

; S o7 W ) ] . . .
. [ ‘ ; / : )& %-' B ’- N -
- " EARLY DIFMICULTIES = - T P

Un.foreseen problems hampered the trial year The energy crisis in .

.January two days prior to Pegistration at the ‘nter closed the,schbel and
chdnged- the regisitration sites ' Classes were SChedMed and student
registrations -accepted when Martin Luther King'High School, reopened tw*e
weeks later for the firt class session. “Therefore, a 35 percent, incre

-in enro]lment resulted instead of a_projected 50 percent increase oygr fall
YITEN stration.

~Be e of a drastic last- -mintte cutback in ‘the pno.]ected Phﬂadelphia .

Summer School IU budget, UITEN of feped only six of. ‘the planned 16 courses_ -
in an alternative site (Rhogdes Middle School) to.q total bf 160 teachers.
Philadelphia IU offered 15 courses:to 600 teachérs at the same.gite.

in spite of ‘these di ff1cu1t1es :evaluations of .the UIFEN rprozect vib?e
highly favorable. rd '

“hvaluations Dy the s.tudents indicate that courses offered by UITEN are
Ariewed positively. Courses were-seen’ asﬁusmg a demonstrable;change in -
‘teaching behavior in their classrooms. - Student response.stated hat active
participation during their class sessions provided. Spec1£§¢ sﬁucuonﬂ )
techniques and the devempment of specifie skills that theﬂhgturn 9.
utilized in their teaching. jEnsight was, gained Y
phﬂos0ph1ca1 practical approa Machf
"resultant student behaviors. he magorwty
advertised descriptions of the courses were reﬁected in ‘content presented
"“and that prestdted course ‘competencies :gre dressed. ,

. The evaluation by the Board of Directors w eXtremely, positive. AH@ ~.
mebers indicated that they cansideféd she Network jmpartant ang felt {t -
'was"essential to find a way to keep it operatibn %I Therefor
funding was.a mpjor issue, “col leges  committed fr .
operational monies that would perifit‘a one‘year extensiog. of th projeet. -

This means' that curre ~thg Network and the Board -of DireCtors are
Mwnal There is no funding or .either a graduate dssistant or a .
ce directgr.’ Howevar, the mini udget provides for absolute -

thedowogy, and the .:

" essentials that Jcannot be coverefd wi hi ividualized Zinstitgtidhal ®

bud¥ets. For .example, the UITEN Board of Directors “decfded to print a.

brochur®. descrlbing the .program and Hsting ourse offerings and Coad e T e
: pre’registrau%g procedures. 5 o
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. be made to identify special ﬁjﬂs of mstructors from different

nt N . Sl s
’J'; .\ A ! S, b ‘ ' -
’ \\ S PLANS FOR: PHE FUTURE I ,
[3 - .
“ Several. gxpansrons are conceived as bemg 1mportant for t\h%ture. -*
Two majar—areas are improved counseling for students and expdnded course

format.

Inservicé education deminds a special ‘type of colnseling not’ yet N

developed: Teachers need to be able to.mdke judgments on how to diagnose. -

their teachgng prcgems and where to find appropriate help. Since - “'

~_inservice catiolffis so fragmented at [ﬁ'esent teachers now resor,‘. to
“current Intermediate Unit offerings or collége cata]ogs for 1nformat1on N
they receive little or np direction-if they do not" matriculate in a

that will provide’.individual counseling and advising, and a1so will give
fetedbadg‘, for tourse offerings. ‘;

The raditigpal approach--three ed1t courses meetmg once a week for
.15 weeks--will be supplemented by the furfer: deveTopment of alterpative
?“course steucgures: weekend.courses, block seminar.sessions, ihdivfdual

classroom colinseling with seminars as a year- Tong experience, comb n1ng the .

teactiing efforts of the Imtermednte Unit and- teacher edygation
institutions 1naic1;ﬁter teacmng .of subject and/or skills. An

institutions and 1nterface them Snto one or severg¥ course offer1n

The Network prop6ses to. exp1 Ore broag@,r popu]atwns concerned w1th the
teac,hwng process:-. ﬂ
S

and* nonteachmg as&nstants.
¢ o
) Parents--who want to develop skﬂ’fs «needed to he]p their children at
.. home'or who may want to extend thejr educat1on and entrance into. .

f fields? ; L . o
"o Bu¥fness and 1ndﬁs‘try--w1th1n these organ1zat1ons is a w1de range o?

. personnel who alread‘y conduct. extensive aduft education programs. ‘
-+ By¥®i nes$” and industry personnel arg. highly skﬂ‘ied technicians in ‘the
9 ess'ﬁl teghniques currently used to provide spec1f1c skills °

t™iping, but-may lack a background in the skills and methodo]ogy of] '
the teaching process. - ) ) .

N v o

o Other prﬁ%ssiona]s--nonte\achmg professionals have expressed a need P

for edutati ] renewala Nurse$ and admi mstrators haye Been
neglected in t inservice grams¥to' date, yet the services have ’

" ~a major- impact on studemgstWAthin the system. S
f ) - ' T ' yﬁ g ' ” u o/
-y 7! e \ . . ;
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specific progran - Therefore the Network will design and 1mp1enknt a system:

Iy & A : ‘ " - -' »
] Paraprofesswna]s--sqch as ‘&rﬁndes, home- sch001 c-porw tors,_ ’(
s
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RESIDENCY IN_EDUCATION-*AN‘EVOLUTION@RY NOTION ' S

. + P N
- " -

Paul M. Allen, C. F. Cardinell, . .
and Janed E. Fraster L - .

e B

On January 7, 1974 the Ar1zqna State Board of Educat1on stunned .
. educators by a total ¥y unexpected mandate ‘eliminating the fifth-year or - a
-« Mastet's degree requirement for permanent teacher cert1f1cat10n. The -
,Board's statement called for a tWO-year superv13ed 1nternsh1p to replace
. advapced colleBe work: s v .

- "The Staté Board . . . issues a tempo;ary cert1f1cate which js
- valid for two years and i$ non-renewable, deSigned to provide “for .
professional improvement needs of the young developing professionals. s
During this two-year intern -program, the teacher will _have avaﬂable
the expertise of the district and the teagcher trainipg institution. .
Successful-‘completion of four semesters of an intern program will Q'
culitinate in a district.and university recommendatiom of a basjc .
* ] . certificate. Thev1nstruct1ona1 programs may include: , o
. 3 4
SR Conference after observations - - ’PQ
I1. 'Informal discussions w1th,loca1\an¢d university experts
II1I. Evening and summer seminars

- . IV. _Content course work T . . Y
e ; V. Reading ass1gnments ' ‘
W .~ YI. .Independent projects providing 1nd1v1dua1 1nstruction to -
Al .+ - concéntraté ofi-#dividual needs )
W ."» ¥IL. Other instructional programs. ] . A
Y. s ’ L - E
et - "Each teachér edGCat1on institutionis requested to submit to the '
. . State Board ‘of.Educatiof a twa-year Jntern program for consideration
e oo and eventual approval by .the State. Boacg of Education.” L
." L .. - * . . i -~ | l 1" oS ._.
T oesxauxné THE INTERN PROGRAM  ~ ,
. L) v
“ ‘Jt'\ CTe In August 1974, a consort1um of Ar1zona S three state universities’

.- . began designing an "internship" responsive to thegénigmatic State Bdard
T . mandate.. The State Board supplied neither further explanation nor a L
timetable for implementation. The))entl\e concept was new tolthe State.

. Serious problems of -both philosophy and structure arose at nearly every ° g .
session; Jdesign efforts spluttered. The questions réquiring answers in

L

Ar1 ere: - . :
- - " ’ . g

woe I. Who should develop and: govern’a re\nsed teacher educat1on and

v, v *eertiﬁcatwn' program? . . i
g R Hhat should q teacher internship look 1ike? =~ . - ' oo :
’ ’ v . . . ]
. P4 Paul R. AZZP?‘L 18 Prof.essor of Education at the University -of Amzona, ’
- '. Tucaon, c. F. Cardt 1 i8 Associate Professor of Education at Northern, v
o © . Awizonma Uhlvm’stt Flage™gff; and James .E. Fnaéter 18 Pr'ofessor of
' Educatwn atﬂmaona State’ University,. Tempe. ) « O\ - .
S e d . . - <35 PR ‘ o
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. IIT. _Structural.questions encolntered: - T LR
. ’ o - " e : PR ) a ] ) ’ ) Y -,,-.rz’i}?"ﬁ
., @. What shquld be the rationale fof ap internship? _Ongl’s.
N it a residency? _ ° Coe S -
' b. Wil1 collegial governance be possible? - . o
c. Where should funds originate? .

$
- &

Who should develop and govern a reVised teacher ea%cation,AND certification
program? . N ’ i

( The nagging queﬁﬁijn d% who will develop and govern teé-cher educatign )
and certification led the University Consortium to broaden its memgersmp'

!’_ Lo incﬁ]ude.represen_tat‘i!gyof: " ‘ ‘
> . .
) Arizena Education Association @ .
Arizona Federation of Teachers ) . J
Arizona School Administrators, Inc. ; ) .,
Arizona School Boards Association : . o
Arizona State Department of Education 5} . . )
Arizona State University - , ) .
Northern Arizona University . f o L
University of Arizona oo T , .
First and second year teachers. Mo C . ’
: * S AL *
The broadened Consortium waS'a),arged' to increase the’-efﬁpct‘ive‘nes‘s and s
professionalism of beginning teachers through das¥gn of an internship -

program building en the normal four-year teacher training-program .of the
state. Just as impressive as the"task itself was the fact £hat these - o,
diverse groups had never sat down together to attack such-.a critjcal issue.
This Consortium, 1ed by" three university «fa‘cu&ty member's’ (81egated. for the -
task, met over an 18-month period .t “develop onsgnsus as to what an: "L
internship should be. . = T ™

7
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What should a teacher internship look 1ike? -
2

The Globe Public Schoots approached tHe Consoritium to-request that they N

v

be the test site for a pilot program in WhicK ghe 'tpreg Mhiversities would N
collaborate on a model delivery system forssmall towns or rural areas S
remote from the universities' campuses. Thi¥ Lensortium roject emphtsized
the professionalization of the teacher and the' develophent of a two-yedr -

: esidency program for beginning teachers. ' . v ‘

" °  The State Board's desire to improve instructign §n Arizoma schools
through changing teacher behavior differs from other Projects. Many have -
sought to improve instruction through changirg the teacher preparation S
coursework and programs, or installing classroom ,curftula Changes., By amd ‘
large, they failed because they did not ,ingl‘ude components® stre'ssing.
teacher .behavior change. The new teachePagagram focuses on helping,the
“beginning teather change classroom behavior. - ' )
Areas needipng improvement areaidentified cooperatively with the new. !
teacher. Intervention to help the new teacher in the areas ofthis or hew
concern is coordinated by the Consortium work team. Individual programs # °
are built on the identified needs of the new teacher§:and provided ‘Th Globe

* .
“- - : - . : L .
S e <, - S ‘ y T
SetoL ot . X . L. - .
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- by university teacher educat1on perspnnel working th “team of 1
- {ﬂ"i;- ', administrators, educational support personnel, and a elmng teac r.
’5‘“’»{,. i . &  The helping teachers ame the key to.the teacher ement becoming'a

**vself-renéwi ng, -cooperative program. These expermgg achers expressed

. interest in assisting their new c%Heagues and wer sen Andividually by
. the hew teachers frop an approved pool of help¥ng hers. Yet despite
T " theif; interest, experience, and proximity to the new teacher, the helping
\ T teachers found helping the new teacher a difficult. task. Helping teacher
evaludtiqns of the.first pilot. year reyealed they needed specific.and
S sequgrm al intervention programs to help new teachers.«-Fhgrefore; the -
R Consortiem work "team pl anned a sequence of actuut1e$? the second test’
‘ year.w
ei?;rs‘t activity.was a presch001 works'hop, at which he1p1ng teachers
: were "paiped of f w1th new teachers for ‘explaining the school routines ‘and
. the "agminfstrivia.” This initial activity.was successfu1 two ways: it
was a comfortable role for the helping tegcher to be explaining job™
cond1trohs, and it.provided security for the new teacher in.knowing the
school's expectations. -
The second actwn* planned was for, the he1p1ng teacher to exp] ore
“survival skills" with the new teacher. Knowtng. that failure to deve]op
. rapport with students, lack of classrqom. orgamzatwn, and lack of
\ c1assr00m contro}®nd discip™ne are the major reasons that new teachers
\ are not rehired, the helping teachers cencentrated on, these skills. Help
in selecting and obtaigfing curriculum resource§ was, al}so prowded
" ¢ . When new teachers were securely estabhshed in the1r teaching
‘ s1tuat10ns--ab1e to live'within the orgamzati'ona] structure, maintaim
‘ - classroom discipline, organize instruction--they sough¥ .to. improve their
: knowl edge base and teaching skflls. At this po1nt, the third and fourth
activities planned for helping teachers were, tp evdluate new teaching
behavior' and then offer constructive crit1cism“and welp. In practice, %
however, the program bogged down at- this:- point. Both resident teachers and
, he1p1 ng teachers COmp1a1ned-1ack of a specific program to folTow:
- ’ . In response to this expreg8ed need, an evaluation.system based on‘the
nine most. pnomising teaching behaviors identified by Rosenshinel was
- designed for the Gtobe project. The research identified nine varialiles of

' teacher behavior wh1ch -are the most promisind avenues-for impreving pupil.
"ach1evement , L .
t. Clarity of ;teacher's presentatlon d .
. 2. Variety of teacheg—nhtwted activities , "y
3. Enthusiasm of the -teacher N
4, . Teacher emphas1s on learning and ach1evement
) 5. Avoidance ‘of extremeCeriticism -

6. Positive responses to pupils

. o . 7. +Pupil opportunity to learm criterion mater1a1s » .
¢ 8. Use of structuring comments by the teacher - .
p 9. Use of multiple 1eve1s of questions or cognitwe d1scourse.
I . ) T - T
.~ L - . N ‘
1 Barak Rosenshine. "Teacheg Competency.Research." 1In: Robert Houston,
, ed. Competency Assessment earch, and Evaluation. Washi ngton D.C.:
.« American Association of Col;ks for Teacher Education, 1974. " pp. 138- Zss.
. ~- - - -
’ L] " ’ ‘




“interviews with interns, (d) istern teacher diary of instructional

‘ Sttuctural‘duestions encountered

3
. Lo® . - . . . !

N n‘-' ~ - ¢ .
F1ve closely re1ated data- gatherﬂngvprocedures have evolved: (a) : SN

observat1ons of teachers in the classroom, {h) analyses of dudiotapes of
th® interns' classes, (c) post-@bservat1on and/or post-tape analysis

4

strategies, and (e) pupil reactions to teather &ffectivenéss. Each of

=

[ ¢

‘these procedures is specifically. re1at7d to one or more of the nine

variables: = - - -

- ~ = . ->
Variable . Related Procedure
£ pupil feedback
2 , interview, €eacher diary
3 5 pupil, feedback
4 pup11 feedback, observat1on and tape ana]ysr;
5 classroam observat1on and ‘tape analysis
6 .classroom observation and tape analysis
7 pupil-feedback, interview, teacher diary )
8 observation and tape analysis A
9 classsroom observation and tape analysis. ) -

‘Analysis ‘of classroom observation and tapes stemmed from the- w1de1y
used Flanders system for the analysis of gerbal interaction in the
classroom. Flanders' ten categories of interaction had a more definitive
analysis of. teacher quest1ons and”student resPon S added. The Flanders
category "Cr1t1c1z1ng or Justifying Author ity ¥as divided into separate,
general "public" criticism and personal or textreme" criticism. Data
for this 1nc1uded taping lessons concurrently with a direct observation
and, at other times, taping lessons which are not being directly -observed. - -

The interviews and.teacher diaries were used in conjunction with each-
other, and both were related to observations from the direct visits and the
tape.analyses. The emphasis was on two-way ¢qmmunication which‘e]ped
ensure a clear and valid p1cture of teac‘her@ffectweness in improving
student achievement.

After workshops stressing analysis of these behaviors, a dramat1c
increase in comgunication was observed betweer the he1p1ng teachers and new ,
teachers. Several reported freer d1scgss1ons with their residents because - '

-they were cr1t1qu1ng classropm perfprmance in 11ght of the nine desirable
-teaching behaviors; the discussions became frank.and mare spegific because .

they were using mutually understood terms. At this point residents began

another self-renewing gyclefof requesting help from, their helping teacher, -

usé of this help .in self-imprpovement, and still another evaluation. \’4;
4

3

¢

,What might be the rationale for, aft 1nternsh1p7 Or is it in fact a

esidencx’ )

, Both beg1nn1ng teachers and helping teachers obJected to the label .
“fntern teacher." .In attempting to put this issue in proper perspective, _
the Consortium work team tr1ed to relate the tenm1ﬂblogy to that of other :

R

" professions. v

We might draw the parallel bethen the supervised internship of the
medical student and the supervised teaching experience of the teacher

; education student. At" the end of -this per1qp both are legally and
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professionally accepted practitioners of their profession. Teachers then
would refine and -expand their knowledge base/and technical skills immedi-
. ately after the internship in a period of “residency." They would be
" employed as full-time, fully-paid teachers, but would associate closely -
¢ ' ' with other experienced teachers, school adminjstrators, and university
personnel during their residency. - ) ’ '

To tlarify the differences between the "internship" and thel
"resideficy," the internship is a college directed and supervised’éztivity,
wﬂbreas the residency involves the total profession in the training,
evaldation, and ultimate certification of the resident. BaSic to this
novey’and ambitious undertaking is a-growing conviction that teaching is a T
proféssion, and that as prqfessidhals, the practitioners should have a .
voice in deterpining who enters the profession and how they arf prepared.
The Arizona Consorttem feels this volatile 'issue is of prime importance. °

&>

" Will collegial governance beypossible? ® S,

The Arizéna State Board of Education is responsible for teacher
_ cepfi¥fication and establishes i'ts own regulations. In':the internship
- mandate, the Board delegated the recommendation for permanent certification
jointly to the local schoel district and the universities. This joint
responsibility of governance may make Arizona unique amoﬁg the states.
Figure 1 presents a schema, "Bases of Residency Training." - Basic ‘to
this schema is the commnitment to shared governance of the residency by all
‘ stakeholders in education. The ffrst parameter of governance is that set
¥ forth by the state--in this case the Sthte Board's mandate eliminating the
~ existing requirement of a fifth year of college work or a Master's degree .
prior to permanent certification and requiring in its place a two-year -
supervised internship. . » :
. , * '
. R . - Figure 1
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Also decreed by the State Board is another parameter of governance--
that designed to acommodate the specific needggef the local district. *
This unique mode of governance provides for, the Jo1nt -recommendation by the
‘employing scho istrict and the-staté universities_for the granting or
denying_of pe ent certification.

In the Globe project, this, local parameter was extended by the'Con-
sortium to include teachers.and administrators in the decision making for _
both certification recommendations andl!es1gn of the residency program. The
rationale was that co11eg1a1 governance is essent1a1 w1th1n both para- _
meters if teaching is to become a true profess1on.

Specifically, local governance in G1%e is organized around the Gldpe
Consortium Coord1nat1ng Comm1ttee, composed of twelve persons chosen by
ballot to represent “helping" and “resident" teacher§ from each ool in .
the district ‘and officers of the school administration. The curfent "
chairpersgn is the head of the senior high school English department. This
committee sets all local policies, encouragés and facilitates the work of
the res1dency program, determines the schedule of activities, and .evaluates

-all phases of ' the program.

The schema presented in Figure 2, "Teacher Residency Moded, e focuses
attention.on the basic thrust of the G]obe Res idency Progoam--prov1d1ng
help in & nonthreatening environment designed to foster residents growth
in three essential profess1ona1 areas.
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’/df, : Following summer planning and orgdnizationh by the Consortium
o Coordinating’ Committee, activities in the first area of professional
qrowth--Orientation tg the Comaunity and the School’ System--were conducted
- .in preschool workshop?. Hq.ping teachers and administrators acquaint the *
* new residents with records,>record keeping, duties, responsibiTities, and
other significant aspects of day-to-day operation of the schools which
. half-3okingly have been identified as "administrivia.”. -
"Most of the first semester activity concentrated on building the vital
skiJlls of classroom organization and management, the magor stumbling block
to "success for most new teachers. In the latter part gf the first
semester, or even in the second semester, as the new t®achers gaiped in
- “e confidence and sought to refine their teaching behavior, they and' their
helping teachers entered the next phase. Building on their perceptions of
the resident's strengths and needs, and also on the principal's first
evaluations, they cooperatively developed a professional growth plan re-
lated to the nine variables of teacher classroom behavioir identified by,
Rosenshine. . : . . .
Implementation of the prefessional growth plan followed, with help from
numerous soyrces marshalled by the Consortium. Late in_ the second =
semester, the resident and the helping teacher cooperatiyely began
evaluating the resident's progress. The evaluq{éon yielded insight and
9

,-

. directrion for the resident to plan for the year\ahead. This evaluation
also becomes gart of the Consortium Cqordinating\Committee's self-study to
allow iupgetter to~Rlan an& organize fhe following year's program during

o the summer work:sess\ons. ) . B

With local gov rpance guaranteed by the State Qoard,‘}hg programein

each site can be igned to meet lotal needs in compliarnce with state
guidelines. Guidelines developed for residency programs within a state

..o must be specific enough to ensure commonatity for reciprocity between

. ., districts, yet geheral.enough to allow local “school districts to create
programs reg?onsi 4o gheir needs. Guidelines are essentially the
parameters state and local governance made operational in a residency.

Where might funds originate?

Consortium work between August 1974 and November 1975 had no funding
othér than limited trave] fund$ redeployed from the budgets of the colleges
of education of the three universities. This first planning phase .
succeeded only through efforts of dedicated volunteers of the organizations
comprising-the Consortium.’ ' 4 '
The Board of Regents directed that for the period December 1975 through
. June 1977 the three universities delegate pprtions of professors' loads to
the Consortium and provide them with transportation to meetings and-, -
feasibility testing in Globe. This directive faciditated planning ’
' neees&ary for the first pilot year, 1977-78, - , .
, In July 1977 the Globe Schools, convinced of the value of. the project,
.\ - Submitted a proposal to pilot-test the residency project using funds
. available under Title IV-C administered by the State Department of
... Education. These funds covered consultants, transportation, and research .
: .costs. The Board of Regents continued it$ support by assiBring a professor
. from each of the universities on a part-time basis.~Doctoral students took
Rayt in gesearch and inservice training phases of the project. - ‘
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Progress Toward Imp]ement1ngfthe Residency Concept

H

. At the time of writing; the Globe.Schools plan- to resubmit the .
proposal, asking that funding be contintied for the school year 1978-7Q\to
allow validation and statewide dissemina#tion. While current costs are

"known, pne important goal of the validation study is to project costs on
-which to base cqnsideration of the exportability of the program to the rest

of the state. Before the State Board of Education .implements its policy of
January 1974, it must know the cost to the state for the approximately
1,000-2,000 first- and second-year teachers emplayed annually.

Look1ng even farther ahead,-the Globe Schools. are considering using_-
the fenctional consortium structure as the vehitle to implement a teacher

- center designed for the needs of a small town (or, eventually, several -

nearby small towns) remote from the resources of a university. Through -

their success in finding modest sums for the residency thus far,L the Globe

Schoo1s are-confident of secuting the funds necessary to take the steps in,
ating a. teacher center.

#

The most important lesson for participants in th1s project was that the
residency .commits the profession to helping new teachers succeed. The
residency concept_has the potential for reuniting all.levels and interest’s
of the profession in this task. Assimilating new pract1tqoners into the
profess10n is currently, e of the few mutual areas of agreement. '

"With some surprf§e~§ﬁtsw1th -Jreat de11ght weearned that the
consortium approach--the fnvolvement of all the stakeholders--is not
only an effective and efficient mesgpd of plapning but results 1n

a bonus of good fee11ngs among the various profess1ona1 groups.

Inserv1ce programs for new teachers need poth sequerce an tructure
The follgwing séquence for delivery of" essentTal help to new téachers

. appears Teasible: (a) "administrivia" --forms,adates, school policies; (b)
. survival skills--curriculum and d1sc1p11ne, and’ (c) 1 jement of '

instruction.

"A resident teacher will, traverse th1s sequence ¢ '.aown ' ‘
pace--one may be workting on (c) in just six weeks, ano héi wight "
. Spend over a year on (a) and (b)." “ .ﬁkﬂr" : ‘

“The helping program needs de11cate balange betﬁéén individual and
group intervention. The first year® offered workshops-%o heterogeneous
groups of teachers. It didn't work well. The second year stressed *
individual intervention. Inefficiency resu]tgd b -most important, a

. loss of group support. and group mora¥egoccurred. 'The third year is
, blending the best of both into a proggthat capitalizes on.the need
for group support but de]ivers a uni helping program to each ’
resident teacher. )
" The residency would extend the teacher education programv an add1tiona1
two years, combin the university teacher education program and the
profession. during the 1ast two years of.a six-year, thoroughly-articulated

“program. This working together in the field for the supervision and

continuing education of residents also would-allow for the best possible

. . i -
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.- feedback to the preservice teacher edécatfon program. .- Communication and £
-solidarity #ithin the entire profession would be fostered.

- -~
""To maintain the institution ef higher education's role in : o ‘
. statewide implementation of a new teacher-residency, we foresee,th??
1 - need to develop educational ‘county agents. These educators will be

.employed by the universities and 1i11 represent the universities in
the residency programs, but they wil]?pe stationed in the county seats.
The wide expanses of Arizona make thi¥ geographical reassignment ~
essential.” ‘

The résidency as envisioned in Arizona would allow for a selection and
final ewvaluation of the teacher jointly by the universities, the local - L
school system, and the profession as a whole. Short of having teaching
declared a profession by legislation, the residency comes as close as - )
possible to the status long sought by educators. The residency with the
participatory selection and evaluation of the new practitioner creates an
opportunity for'accounggbi1ity, the foundation of a true profession.
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- tripution or are out of print can cont1nu%?sly be’made-ava11abae to read-,
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The Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) is a nationwide

information system of the National Institute of Education, whose basic ob-.
jective is to.provide ideas and information on s1gn1f1cant current %

documents. - Through/ a network of specialized clegringhouses, ERIC gathers,
evaluates, abstracts, and indexes these materials, and processes them into
a tentral computer1zndfdata system,- The scope of the ERIC Clearinghouse on-
Tpacher Education is the preparation and continuing development of educd- 3
tion personnel, as well as selected aspects of health education, physical
educa‘n and recreation equcation. .

‘documents in eduoégron, and to.publicize the availability of such ‘

We are convincéd that the knowledge base for-the subject sreated in -
this pub]ication-wtheofeed for cooperation among edugation entities in the
de§1gn and operation inservice education pFograms--1s in need of ex-
pansion, and that the profession, collectively and 1nd1v1dua]]y, h¥s a-‘re-
sponsibility=to help in this endeavor. We are encouraging you? therefore,

“to submit to us any manuscr1pt you have deve]oped on these topics, qnd to

encourage your co]]eagues té do the same, .,

We need a. reproducible copy (two copies, if available) of any materials
and, if possible, a brief abstract. Documents submitted are selected on
the basis of their relevance to the currént needs of :the field. Those ac-
cepted are abstracted and indexed in the monthly journal, Resourfces in
Education (RIE), and are made available in microfiche at S¥g¥ 600 Togations
and reproduced ih xerograph1c form through the ERIC Document Reproduct1on
Service. Copyrighted materials will receive only an announcemen® in RIE if
permission to reproduce is not received. .

S f,fﬂozoments announced 1n RIE typically are unpub]rshed Qg!of 11m1ted

dfstribution, and include research reports, program descraqpnons, speeches,
annotated bibliographies, and curriculum guides. p1ssertataons available
elsewhere are not announced in RIE.” N ,t}é ’
We believe there are benefits in submitting documents 'to ERIC. Your
research will be widely publicized since more than 5,300 organizations
subscribe to Resources in Education. Publications that have limited dis-

ers through_the microfiche collections and/reproductiomservice. And you
will be performing a professiona] service for your co11eagues.

-

P se send relevant documents to: . L ) T .

Informat1on Analyst - . ) i’/f‘a~
-~ ERIC Clearinghouse on Téacher Education :
Suite 616, One Dupont Gircle, N.W. o . S
Nashington D.C. 20Q36 . BN -
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